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CHAPTER!. INTRODUCTION 
The number of foreign students attending U.S. campuses as well as 
international teaching assistants (ITAs) in American universities have been 
greatly increasing over the years, with an average yearly increase of six 
percent (Mitgang, 1991). At the same time, the number of American students 
attending graduate school in scientific and technical fields has declined, and 
major research institutions have shown a continuing need for IT As. Iowa 
State University, a major research oriented institution, with 25,112 enrolled 
students for Fall 1993, is no exception (ISU, 1994). While this number shows 
an overall decrease of 151 students (0.60%) from the previous year's total 
enrollment, the number of foreign students has been on a steady rise. See 
Nonresident alien student enrollment: A ten year comparison, in Appendix 
A. The ISU Foreign Student Report Fall 1993 shows that there was a total of 
2,551 foreign students enrolled in 1992 and that number increased to 2,692 in 
1993. These students comprised 10.7% of the total Iowa State University 
enrollment, being divided into the following levels of study: 1,218 (5.9%) 
foreign undergraduates, and 1,474 (32.9%) foreign graduates. See other 
relevant documentation in Appendix B. 
Because of a commitment to serve the student population, in June 1984 
the English Proficiency Evaluation Committee (EPEC) of Iowa State 
University Graduate College (Iowa State University, 1994) initiated a program 
to test the oral proficiency of prospective teaching assistants (TAs) who are 
not native speakers of English, which means they learned another language 
first, by making use of the SPEAK and TEACH tests. International teaching 
assistants are screened out by taking these two language tests before being 
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assigned to teach in an undergraduate classroom. Only the ones who pass 
both tests are then allowed to teach. See the duties of TAs in Appendix B. 
Rationale 
Exploring the relationship among variables that international students 
bring with them, and identifjdng the ones that may serve as predictors of 
success on the SPEAK and TEACH tests will largely benefit international 
teaching assistant (ITA) programs, which almost every major research 
university has been developing for the sake of improving the ITA in 
American universities. This study also contributed to the area of language 
testing, as it validated the internationally used SPEAK test, as well as the 
TEACH test, which was developed at Iowa State University. Last, but not 
least, conducting this research is important to students who will apply to Iowa 
State University. When choosing a higher education institution, prospective 
graduate students may take into consideration the results that this study has 
revealed, and relate these results to their own characteristics. 
Theoretical Framework 
A theory has the purpose of explaining why things happen and, within 
that explanation, describe some aspects of the environment. Thus, a theory of 
English as a second language testing at the university level is twofold: 
providing insight as to what language testing really is and what other aspects 
of the students' background are affecting the language testing. Ultimately, 
the theoretical framework in this study is to use predictive measures to 
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determine which students are more likely to pass or fail a second language 
test. 
Thus, a theory of predictors for the success on the SPEAK and TEACH 
tests was tested. A model was presented, based on a combination of many 
studies conducted mainly on the SPEAK test and on some other selected 
variables that may serve as predictors of success. 
Statement of the Problem 
There has been a number of investigations on the SPEAK test, such as 
Abraham and Plakans (1988), Plakans and Abraham (1990), van Lier (1989), 
Bailey (1987), Dalle and Inglis (1989), Gokcora (1992), Smith (1989), and on the 
ITA matters, such as Byrd, Constantinides, & Pennington (1989), Pica, Barnes, 
& Finger (1990), Smith, Meyers, and Burkhalter (1992), Bailey, Pialorsi, and 
Zukowski-Faust (1984), Young, (1989b), Boyd (1989), Sequeira and Constatino 
(1989), Norris (1991), Magnan (1993), and Hoekje and Williams (1992). Some 
of these studies have suggested that first language, usually Korean or Chinese, 
have systematically affected the scores negatively. For example, at Iowa State 
University in 1992,142 international graduate students were tested, among 
which 58 were Chinese speakers, and their presence has made up about 80% 
of the total enrollment in the courses specially designed for IT As who 
haven't passed the SPEAK and TEACH tests. Refer to SPEAK/TEACH 
Testing Statistics 1992-1993, in Appendix B. 
First language was a main concern to this study, and it was used as a 
control variable. There was three first language groups: Indo-European 
language speakers (natives of India, who are speakers of Assamese, Bengali, 
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Gurajati, Hindi, Kannada, Konkani, Malayalam, Marathi, Oriya, Punjabi, 
Sourashtra, Tamil, Telegu, and Urdu), Korean speakers, and Chinese 
speakers. 
Other studies, such as Gallego (1990) have revealed that pronunciation 
has the highest correlation with the overall comprehensibility SPEAK score. 
The present study investigated this variable too. 
The TEACH test gives a chance for the student to teach in front of a 
simulated classroom and to have this teaching sample evaluated. This study 
used the diagnostic scores obtained on the TEACH test, such as cultural 
ability, communication skills, interaction skills, etc. as criteria variables 
against the SPEAK and TEACH overall scores, which predicts performance. 
Furthermore, these scores are similar to an authentic teaching evaluation, 
and the advantage of using them, instead of present-day student evaluations, 
is eliminating the risk of affecting internal validity. There is no maturation 
of subjects, as both tests are taken on the same day or one day apart at the 
most. Also they are two evaluation measures, done by the same team of 
raters. 
Purposes of the Study 
The primary purpose of this study was to identify a pool of 
discriminating and valid items, to be used as predictors of success on the 
SPEAK and TEACH tests. A preliminary set of variables called background 
variables was provided by the students when they registered for the tests and 
filled out the registration form. Was it possible to make use of this valuable 
information as indicators of passing or not the SPEAK and TEACH tests? 
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The ultimate goal was to set up a model of predictive variables and their 
relation to the referred tests. 
This study also had the purpose to investigate the predictive power of 
selected operational variables, which were the diagnostic scores obtained on 
the SPEAK and TEACH tests. 
Finally, when all variables were combined, a model was designed with 
the purpose of determining the variables which best acted as predictors for 
success on the SPEAK and TEACH tests. 
Having such a model is mostly benefitial to ITA programs, which 
higher education institutions are developing and improving. 
Objectives of the Study 
The main objective of this study was to investigate the characteristics of 
the students who take the SPEAK and TEACH tests. After the results 
revealed which variables acted as predictors of success on the tests, the 
program coordinator may use the findings mostly in two ways: first, the 
information that students provide at registration for the tests can be used as a 
pre screening device; second, more emphasis could be given to the SPEAK 
and TEACH diagnostic scores revealed as good predictors. As for the variables 
with less prediction power, they could be eliminated from the language 
evaluation program. On the overall, the effectiveness of the program can be 
improved. 
Another objective of the present study relates to departments who 
systematically employ ITAs. They will be able to find out more about their 
international students in a faster and more economical way by using the 
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results of this study. At the present it usually takes about one week between 
the day the students register for the SPEAK and TEACH tests and the day 
when the results are available. By using only the predictive variables, time 
can be reduced and final scores can be obtained faster. Furthermore, in a 
similar way, costs can be decreased, as it now costs approximately $25.00 per 
student to be tested. The student does not pay for this expense; the Graduate 
College of Iowa State University finances the testing and the eventual costs of 
the courses it offers to the students who need to improve their oral skills. 
The Research Questions 
1. Are background variables (sex, first language, TOEFL score, last degree 
completed, number of months residing in the U.S., average amount of time 
speaking English, and previous teaching experience) good predictors of 
success on the SPEAK and TEACH tests? 
2. Are operational variables (pronunciation, fluency, cultural ability, 
communication skills, interaction skills, raters' overall impression, and 
student-questioners' overall impression) and SPEAK test form good 
predictors of success on the SPEAK and/or TEACH tests? 
3. If background and operational variables are combined, which 
combination(s) will significantly predict the success on the SPEAK and 
TEACH tests? 
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Basic Assumptions 
Three basic assumptions were held constant throughout this study. 
The first assumption was that the SPEAK and TEACH tests are valid 
and reliable measures of oral language proficiency. The raters have been 
trained, and reliability tests are constantly made. There is fairness and 
objectivity on the raters' part. Fagundes (1993) conducted a study which 
added to the reliability of the raters at Iowa State University. 
The second assumption was that the information that the students 
provided at the time of registration for the tests was true and complete. This 
information related to the background variables included in this study such 
as age, sex, first language, previous teaching experience, last degree completed, 
average amount of time speaking English, and TOEFL score. Some of this 
information could be confirmed with the Graduate College database 
computer system. 
The third assumption was that every student took both tests under the 
same circumstances, as much as possible, and had the same amount of time 
to prepare for it (the topics for the TEACH test are given out only the day 
before of the test). For all subjects in this study it was the first time that they 
took the tests. 
Definitions of Terms 
Beginning with definitions specifically related to this study, two 
distinctive group of variables were created: background variables and 
operational variables. 
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Pertaining to the first research question, background variables will be 
defined here as characteristics that students bring with them and that cannot 
be changed. These variables precede the students' interaction with the 
SPEAK and TEACH tests. The selected background variables included in this 
study are the following: sex, first language, TOEFL score (a measure that 
shows the student's English level), last degree completed, number of months 
residing in the U.S., average amount of time speaking English, and previous 
teaching experience. 
Pertaining to the second research question, operational variables will 
be defined here as the learned skills or abilities that are desirable for a good 
IT A. The selected operational variables are the subscores in the diagnostic 
areas obtained on the SPEAK and TEACH tests. They are: pronunciation, 
fluency, cultural ability, communication skills, interaction skills, raters' 
overall impression, and student-questioners' overall impression and SPEAK 
test form. Each one will be defined individually. 
The definitions of linguistics terms related to the SPEAK and TEACH 
tests were based on the Educational Testing Service's guidelines, (ETS, 1982a 
and ETS, 1990), which are to be followed when rating the SPEAK test. These 
guidelines are based on concepts of pronunciation, fluency, 
comprehensibility, plus other concepts which do not directly pertain to this 
study. The definitions are the following: 
Pronunciation refers to the intelligibility of the speaker. It means the 
presence or absence of phonemic and phonetic errors, foreign stress, and 
foreign intonation patterns. 
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Fluency refers to the presence or absence of non-native pauses, the 
smoothness of the speaker's flow of speech, and the degree to which the 
pauses and the flow of speech interfere with the speaker's intelligibility. For 
example, the raters of the SPEAK and TEACH tests are told to listen for 
halting and fragmentary speech with a non-native flow in contrast with a 
smooth and effortless speech almost like an idealized native speaker model. 
Compiehensibility refers to the speaker's skills in pronunciation, 
grammar, and fluency, and the degree to which errors in these categories 
(plus vocabulary usage) interfere with the listener's ability to comprehend the 
speaker. 
The next set of definitions were based on the guidelines for the TEACH 
rating criteria (see Appendix E). 
Cultural ability means three aspects of the classroom culture: (1) 
Familiarity with the cultural code, related to the knowledge of an American 
college classroom, the norms of teacher-student interaction, politeness, tact, 
patience, and tolerance in dealing with students. (2) Appropriate non-verbal 
behavior, including the use of arms, facial expressions, posture, and gestures 
appropriate for a U.S. classroom. (3) Rapport with class, concerning the use of 
vocabulary appropriate for undergraduate students' instruction level, 
background, and ability to comprehend the ideas presented, neither too 
informal nor too stiff and austere, showing interest in students and concern 
that they understand what is being taught. 
Communication skills are related to six areas of teaching style: 
(1) Development of explanation in a logical, sequential, and complete fashion 
which is generally easy to follow; beginning with definition of terms and 
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teaching familiar material first, and generally moving from concrete to 
abstract (2) Clarity of expression, which includes competency in the use of 
precise vocabulary, synonyms, transitions, and avoiding ambiguity. (3) Use of 
supportive evidence to explain concepts and ideas by using examples, details, 
illustrations, analogies, or definitions. (4) Eye contact with all members of the 
audience, not favoring one student or one section of the room, and avoiding 
reading from notes all the time. (5) Use of blackboard, displaying items, 
graphics, or problems clearly, logically, and efficiently; writing letters and 
numbers large enough to be seen from the back of the room; not overloading 
the board with details as a substitute for verbal explanation; not becoming 
tied to the board by continuously talking to it rather than to the class. 
(6) Enthusiasm, evidenced by many of the qualities of a good teacher, such as 
confidence, animated style, strong grasp of the subject, and neither 
patronizing the students nor talking over their heads, but motivating them. 
Interaction skills refer to basic listening ability, which is to understand 
what the students ask and to respond without difficulty, which implies in 
responding in a flexible manner to student questions and comments. It also 
means to be able to avoid a long delay for mental processing of a question, 
and when a question is unclear or garbled, use a native-like repair or 
clarification strategy such as "I'm not sure I understand what you're asking. 
Would you repeat that again, please?" in order to encouragé student 
participation. 
Student-questioners' overall impression are provided by students 
whose purpose in the TEACH test is to simulate an undergraduate classroom. 
They participate in the test as students, by listening to the five-minute 
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presentation and then asking questions during the following three-minute 
question-and-answer period. To each examinee the student-questioners 
assign a score, in a Likert scale, ranging from 1 (poor) to 9 (excellent). 
Raters' overall impression is similar to the above score, which is given 
by the raters. This could be well defined as a "global feeling" about the 
student taking the test, in a very broad sense. The raters assign a score, in a 
Likert scale, ranging from 1 (poor) to 9 (excellent). 
SPEAK Form does not relate directly to students' skills or abilities but 
was included in this study to be investigated as a variable that favors or goes 
against certain students. The SPEAK test is offered in five equivalent forms, 
and the subjects of this study took all five forms. 
Delimitations of the Study 
This study used the data-base that has been collected over the years at 
Iowa State University, a large public higher education institution. While 
certain similarities exist among all universities of this kind, each one is a 
unique culture with its own environment and climate (Feldman, 1969). 
However, the SPEAK and TEACH tests do not examine the unique 
characteristics of institutions, but rather the general ability and learned skills 
of their international graduate students. Thus, conclusions drawn from this 
study can be carefully generalized to other student populations. It did 
certainly add or reaffirm studies on ITA testing. 
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Organization of the Study 
This study consists of five chapters, plus a bibliography and appendices. 
Chapter I contains a brief introduction and the rationale of the study. It 
also includes the theoretical framework, the statement of the problem, the 
purposes of the study, the objectives of the study, the research questions, the 
basic assumptions, the definitions of terms, and the delimitations of the 
study. 
Chapter n contains a summary of literature review relevant to this 
study. It covers the following seven topics of interest: international students 
in American institutions of higher education; the SPEAK test; international 
teaching assistants and training programs for international teaching 
assistants; field-specific language tests and performance tests; interview type 
of tests; and communicative competence. 
Chapter m presents the methods. It contains: the research questions; 
variables of the study; population and sample; data collection and coding; 
sources of data: registration form, the SPEAK and TEACH tests, and the 
TOEFL test; hypotheses; the SPEAK rating guide; raters; and data analyses. 
Chapter IV presents the findings, begiiming with a descriptive analysis 
of the subjects, and goes on to the statistical analyses of the hypotheses, 
presenting tables and figures. 
Chapter V summarizes findings and discussion, variables with 
predictive power, and recommendations for further research and practice. 
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CHAPTER n. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
This literature review includes six topics of interest: 
(1) international students in American institutions of higher education, with 
growing numbers each year; (2) the SPEAK test, which is a frequently used 
standardized test of spoken English; (3) international teaching assistants, who 
serve very important roles at American colleges and universities, and 
training programs, which impact significantly the quality of undergraduate 
instruction; (4) field-specific language tests and performance tests, because of 
their importance on testing different language skills according to different 
fields of study; (5) interview type of tests, which is a widely accepted form of 
oral language test; and (6) communicative competence, its definition and 
importance to language testing. 
International Students in American Institutions of Higher Education 
Extensive discussions on the topic of international students in 
American institutions of higher education have been published in 
professional journals of education, such as The Chronicle of Higher 
Education, TESOL Quarterly, Modern Language Journal, English for Specific 
Purposes, Language Testing, System, ADFL Bulletin, Innovative Higher 
Education, among others. 
The Chronicle of Higher Education has published many articles 
written about foreign students. Oragasn and Homer (November 25,1992) 
described their geographic distribution for the school year of 1991-1992 by 
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state, and the five states with the largest number of foreign students are: 
California, with 55,679; New York, with 43,817; Texas, with 27,157; 
Massachusetts, with 22,639; and Illinois, with 18,351. Iowa ranked in the 
fifteenth place, with 7,764. Men made up 64% and women 36% of all 
international students, and 46% were enrolled in a graduate level program of 
study. Please refer to the chart of region of origin and table of students' 
profile in Appendix A. 
Also in The Chronicle of Higher Education Stewart (March 3, 1993) 
showed students' enrollment by race. The total number of students enrolled 
at 3,100 American institutions of higher education in 1991-1992 was 
14,359,000, with a one-year increase of 3.9%. Foreign students were 416,000 
and had a one-year increase of 6.4%. Please refer to Appendix A. 
Still in The Chronicle of Higher Education Mangan (March 4, 1992) and 
Heller (October 29,1986) discussed training programs created for international 
teaching assistants; Wilson (November 28, 1990) described enrollment 
patterns; Heller (July 15,1987) analyzed the influx of international graduate 
students in the field of mathematics and the problems created; and Heller 
(September 11,1985), almost a decade ago, showed through descriptive 
statistics that colleges and universities are more dependent on international 
graduate students to teach undergraduate courses. 
Since World War H, the number of international students has steadily 
risen (Huckin & Olsen, 1984). During the early 1980's, foreign students' 
enrollments have grown at an average annual rate of more than ten-percent. 
One of the reasons for students coming to the United States is the opportunity 
it presents for improving the English language. Most graduate students are 
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enrolled in science and technology courses, which is associated to the fact that 
the economies of the world are becoming more and more technological, and 
at the same time increasingly interdependent. So there is strong evidence 
that foreign student enrollments will continue to rise. 
Bailey (1984) addressed the communication problems of foreign 
teaching assistants in American colleges and universities, which were 
problems caused by IT As not having sufficient oral language skills and still 
being offered a teaching position. These higher education institutions should 
demand an oral language proficiency certification for prospective 
international TAs, such as the SPEAK test (ETS, 1982b) or the TEACH test 
(Abraham et al., 1985). 
Thomas and Monoson (1993) reported that a survey indicated that 
student complaints about the increased number of foreign teaching assistants 
in American universities has led legislators to mandate that higher education 
institutions develop policies on oral English. This includes language 
certification for international teaching assistants. Many colleges and 
universities now have policies that require language testing and programs for 
remedial instruction for those who need it. According to the same authors, 
Thomas and Monoson (1993), many higher education institutions have 
created policies that address issues directly related to speaking proficiency, 
leaving out teaching methodologies and cultural awareness. Williams (1988) 
reported that some state laws require that all classroom instructors be 
proficient in English. In order to comply with these laws, higher education 
institutions have become responsible for programs which assess and place 
IT As according to their English proficiency. 
I 
I 
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This is not a recent concern. Since the last decade numerous 
researchers have studied the problems generated by the rapidly increasing 
foreign graduate student enrollments. These researchers include Hinofotis et 
al. (1981) who reported on the development of a program at UCLA, which 
focuses on teaching-related skills and on the assessment of the language 
proficiency of prospective IT As; Heller (September 11, 1985) performed 
research on language proficiency tests; Heller (October 29,1886) investigated 
foreign students programs; and vom Saal et al. (1988), whose study focused on 
ITAs in Agronomy and the need for improving language assessment and 
training programs for ITAs. 
Some academic areas, such as mathematics, physics and chemistry, 
attract more international graduate students than Americans, with the result 
that the teaching of introductory undergraduate courses is carried out by 
international teaching assistants. For example, Byrd and Constantinides 
(1992) reported a study that took place at Georgia State University about the 
effect of most of the basic college mathematics courses taught by so many 
ITAs, coming from different cultural and educational backgrounds. 
According to these authors, mathematics instructors are expected to talk 
almost continuously during the whole class session, which differs from a 
language class, where students do most of the talking and the teacher's 
function is of a manager. One basic concern is that if the ITAs' English skills 
are limited, they should be enrolled in training courses that will teach them 
the language of teaching mathematics. More specifically, this means 
improving the spoken English in order to improve the presentation of the 
content, and making ITAs realize that they cannot limit their classroom talk 
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to a minimal narration of a problem being presented or not talking at all 
while solving a problem on the board. The authors suggested that, in general, 
riAs should be prepared for the expected teaching style in thier own 
discipline. 
Chemistry is a field of study that attracts numerous international 
graduate students and employs them as teaching assistants. Tanner et al. 
(1993) described a program designed to prepare ITAs in the Chemistry 
department at the University of Washington. They worked not just on 
language skills, but also on discipline related matters because they needed to 
acquire the knowledge necessary to serve as laboratory or classroom 
instructors. Another goal of the program was increasing the ITAs' English 
proficiency and cultural sensitivity in order to facilitate better communication 
with faculty, staff, fellow TAs, and students. This goal was reached, as the 
ITAs who participated in the program displayed a high degree of comfort 
when approaching other TAs and faculty and did it with greater frequency 
and more ease than the ones who had not participated in the project. Also 
they gained insight into effective teaching methods and increased their self 
confidence when doing their own teaching. 
Most international students are required to take the Test of English as a 
Foreign Language (TOEFL) before being admitted to American universities, in 
order to assure their English competence. Much research has been done on 
the TOEFL, which is administered internationally. Madsen (1990) discussed 
tests used in the admissions process. The most used ones are the ones 
produced in the U.S.A., and the TOEFL is considered the one that provides 
the most sound total measure of language proficiency. The TOEFL is also the 
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most researched English language test in the world, and it undergoes constant 
revision. Jones (1979) mentioned that while the TOEFL assesses listening, 
reading, and writing skills, international graduate students need to be tested 
in speaking skills, which is not assessed by the TOEFL. Douglas (1990) put 
together a collection of reports on the testing of English skills among foreign 
students in American campuses. He was the editor of several articles, each 
one taking a different perspective on the matter. From the admissions office 
point of view (Hass, 1990) institutions should retest newly arrived students, 
because the assessment of English in the admissions process is generally 
imprecise. Also instead of using an absolute cut-off test score, the institutions 
should consider offering English classes to students who had different levels 
of language skills. The author emphasizes that these issues should not be 
feared but addressed, and that policies should be developed based on the 
needs and objectives of both the institution and its international student 
population. 
Plakans and Abraham (1990) compared the characteristics of tests 
used to screen international teaching assistants in American colleges and 
universities. They compared the TOEFL, the Test of Spoken English (TSE), 
the SPEAK, interview type of oral proficiency tests, and performance type of 
language tests. They concluded that the most suitable test will be determined 
by the needs of the institution and the resources available. 
The SPEAK Test 
The Speaking Proficiency English Assessment Kit (SPEAK) test was 
created by the Educational Testing Service (ETS, 1982b) and it was derived 
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from the Test of Spoken English (TSE) (ETS, 1984) both having the purpose of 
measuring the accuracy of the spoken English of an adult non-native speaker. 
Please see pages 58-59 in the next chapter for a description of the SPEAK test, 
which is one of the instruments used in the present study. Also Appendix D 
contains a copy of a sample of the SPEAK test, plus a copy of its rating sheet, 
among other pertinent documents. 
The development of the TSE (ETS, 1984) took place under the direction 
of the TOEFL Policy Council with the purpose to provide a reliable measure 
of proficiency in spoken English. It is used by colleges and universities, 
government agencies, and other organizations as a means of predicting the 
oral ability of nonnative English speakers who will be relying in oral 
communication in the classroom or in other professional situations. The 
TSE is administered twelve times a year on the same dates as the TOEFL test. 
It takes about thirty minutes and it uses tape recorders. 
The TSE is made up of seven sections, each relating to a different 
speech activity. The first section is an unscored "warm-up" that contains two 
or three brief general questions. The second section shows a printed 
paragraph to be read aloud. The third one is a sentence completion task. The 
fourth consists of a six-picture sequence that tells a continuous story, and the 
examinee is asked to tell the story in as much detail as possible. Section five 
shows a single picture, and four questions are asked about it. Section six is 
made up of free responses to questions that require descriptions of common 
objects and open-ended opinions on various topics. The raters evaluate the 
accuracy of the language, not the content of the responses. The answers here 
provide speech samples to be evaluated by raters. The seventh and last 
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section contains a printed class schedule and the testee is asked to describe the 
program as though speaking to a group of students or colleagues. 
The TSE is rated by trained evaluators on areas of pronunciation, 
grammar, fluency, and overall comprehensibility, and separate scores for 
these categories are reported. Because these scores are provided, the TSE may 
be useful in the diagnostic areas of strength and weakness in spoken English. 
The test is not targeted to an specific discipline, field of employment, or other 
specialized language usage. In the present study grammar was not included 
because it is not rated in the Iowa State institutional version of the SPEAK 
test, where grammar is embeded in the SPEAK overall language 
comprehensibility score. Raters sometimes write down on the scoring sheets 
if they notice a pattern in grammar mistakes, such as verb tense agreement or 
omission of articles. 
The SPEAK test was also developed by the TOEFL program (ETS, 1982b) 
to provide institutions wishing to administer and score the TSE themselves. 
They can purchase a kit, which includes the SPEAK test form A, testing 
materials for thirty examinees, a description of the test administration, and 
materials for training the raters. The other forms, B, C, and D are also 
available. The SPEAK test is widely used to evaluate the oral English skills of 
nonnative speakers for teaching assistantships, to measure improvement in 
speaking proficiency over a period of time, or to identify those who need 
additional instruction in English. 
Many universities have adopted the use of the SPEAK test as a 
measure of the student's English speaking ability. Plakans and Abraham 
(1990) claimed that the SPEAK test gives the same chance to any examinee. 
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Since all instructions and questions are heard through a headphone, there is 
no contamination by a live interlocutor, who could change a question, repeat 
it or rephrase it. 
Abraham and Plakans (1988) conducted a study on the SPEAK test and 
results revealed it as a good predictor of acceptable classroom performance by 
IT As, according to class evaluations completed by undergraduates. The 
authors also investigated the relationship between some of the subjects' 
background characteristics and their success on the SPEAK and TEACH tests. 
As indicated by a scatter plot, the number of months residing in the U.S.A. 
was not related to SPEAK scores, except when it was over five years. Also the 
TOEFL scores were not related to SPEAK scores, except when TOEFL was over 
600. They found similar patterns with the TEACH scores as well. Among 
their suggestions, if departments need to hire recently arrived international 
graduate students to perform teaching duties, they should select among those 
who have TOEFL scores higher than 600, and keep in mind that the ones with 
lower scores may require further screening. One of the consequences to the 
pool of applicants might be that the selection process could become tighter, 
with higher TOEFL requirements. 
Bailey (1987) investigated the SPEAK test and found out that, because it 
uses a tape recorder rather than an interviewer to interact face-to-face with 
the examinee, some parts of the test utilize contexts not found in real life. 
Plakans and Abraham (1990) revealed that students who took the SPEAK test 
labeled it unnatural because they had to talk to a machine and that they had 
only one chance to hear each direction and questions. 
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Dalle and Inglis (1989) studied the reliability of the SPEAK test and 
considered it a valuable primary screening device. In their study eighteen 
international teaching assistants took the SPEAK test, and the results were 
compared to undergraduate students' evaluations. Several IT As that had 
high scores on the SPEAK test were not rated highly by their students, which 
suggested that other variables affected the students' evaluations. Further 
analyses gave evidence that the subconstruct "attentiveness" of the IT As' 
communicative style was the only variable showing a high correlation with 
teacher performance. The authors defined "attentiveness" as being a good 
listener and showing care to the students' questions. They concluded that 
teacher attentiveness can compensate for deficiency in oral English skills. 
In her study on the SPEAK test Gokcora (1992) investigated how it is 
perceived by international teaching assistants and by instructors at a major 
midwestem university that utilizes it as the screening device for hiring ITAs. 
The results of the questionnaire revealed that there was no overall difference 
in ITA's affective reaction to the SPEAK test concerning their ethnic 
background or their major field of study. Some of the respondents also 
indicated that the SPEAK test lacks face validity and mentioned that it should 
be difficult to evaluate the overall language comprehensibility. 
In a study of the standardized Test of Spoken English (TSE) Clark and 
Swinton (1980) supported its validity as a measure of oral language 
proficiency. This study also revealed the nature of the TSE as a measure of 
communicative ability. For the validation analysis 134 ITAs took the TSE and 
Foreign Service Institute (FSI) direct proficiency interview. Both tests 
revealed high interrater correlation for all scores and subscores 
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(pronunciation, grammar, fluency, and comprehensibility). The TSE showed 
high levels of scoring reliability for all four scores and appeared to have 
higher discriminant validity than the corresponding subscores of the FSL 
With respect to the prediction of ITAs' communicative performance, both 
TSE and FSI were found to be strong predictors in classroom settings, in 
question-answer situations or in one-on-one conversations that take place 
after class or in offices. 
International Teaching Assistants and Training Programs 
During the last decade American universities have greatly increased 
their efforts in the testing and development of ITAs. Most major universities 
now have a program for the assessment and development of ITAs, which 
focus on oral communication and teaching skills. Many publications and 
pilot studies have documented a variety of programs (Bailey et al., 1984; 
Young, 1989; Boyd, 1989; Sequeira and Constatino, 1989; Norris, 1991; 
Magnan, 1993), as well as local and national conferences. There is also a 
notable variety of books on the topic of ITAs (Byrd et al., 1989; Pica et al., 1990; 
Smith et al., 1992). 
Many international students come with years of English study, but 
with very weak productive skills, especially speaking and writing (Huckin & 
Olsen, 1984). This has caused a wave of reaction among American 
undergraduates and their parents, who rejected the placement of ITAs with 
poor English language communications skills. Byrd and Constantinides 
(1988) suggest that this reaction is not always due to the ITA language skills. 
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Often there is discomfort with cultural differences or teaching styles on the 
part of the undergraduates. 
Usually international students tend to succeed academically in fields 
calling for lower levels of English language proficiency, such as technical 
courses that require lecture comprehension and reading skills (Huckin & 
Olsen, 1984). The authors describe these students as having great difficulty 
with the production of spoken and written English, yet quite capable of 
success in technical courses taught in English, So, in order to teach those 
students the communication skills that they need, it is necessary to have an 
approach that initially motivates them to perceive the usefulness of these 
skills. Developing speaking and writing skills and working on real life 
communication are part of the most important areas of language competence. 
Hoekje and Williams (1992) also agree that most IT As are well 
prepared in their academic field, but have difficulty transmitting this 
information to their students. They say that it might be possible that IT As do 
not have interpersonal speaking skills, which are necessary for successful 
teaching and that just presenting content in the classroom is not enough. 
Yule and Hoffman (1990), during a two-year study, made an analysis on 
the performance evaluations of IT As and found that students who received 
negative recommendations for teaching assignments had a significantly 
lower TOEFL and Graduate Record Examination (GRE) verbal scores than 
those who received positive recommendations. This implies in encouraging 
academic administrators to set higher proficiency requirements on TOEFL 
and GRE verbal scores for those international students to whom they intend 
to give teaching assignments as soon as they arrive in the U.S. Also, as this 
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study revealed, a high TOEFL score (of 570, for example) is not a guarantee 
that the individual will be proficient in spoken English. So, universities 
should provide training and periods of adjustments for a substantial number 
of newcomers. 
Analyzing a single specific variable, the evaluation of oral fluency, 
Hieke (1984 and 1985) concluded it is a multidimensional topic, containing 
many features condensed in a holistic way. Fluency is evaluated for two 
parameters: speech rate, which is the amount of speech produced over a 
period of time, usually measured in syllable/second; and consonant 
attraction, as the opposite to restoration, which occurs during the listening 
process. Other measures of fluency are: the average number of syllables . 
occurring between pauses; and rate of articulation, which is the total 
phonation time minus pause time. As for pauses, there are silent pauses and 
filled pauses, with sounds such as "uh", "ah", and "hm". Repairs in fluency 
include false starts, repetitions, and parenthetical remarks that perform 
cohesive functions like "well", or "you know". The most practical measure 
of fluency is speech rate, but this is a rather superficial means of evaluating 
speech and cannot serve as the sole indicator of fluency. Perhaps its 
complexity is the cause for the difficulty for nonnative speakers to achieve a 
native fluency in a second language. 
Kaplan (1989) investigated problems related to international teaching 
assistants and concluded that most problems derive from cultural, language, 
and educational differences. Travers (1989) suggested that in order to 
improve the quality of IT As' instruction, culture should be taught to both 
foreign and American students, through seminars and special activities. In 
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the present study, the investigator will seek a positive correlation between the 
culture score and the SPEAK and TEACH overall scores. 
Rubin (1993) described a program specially designed to develop the 
communication skills for international TAs. This program focuses on 
practices for participative learning, such as active listening to lecture material, 
including questioning and asking for repetitions; learning classroom 
vocabulary and phrases (e.g. pop quiz, term paper, elective course, etc). A 
special consideration is given to the issue of personal names, which is very 
particular to intercultural interactions. Very often the focus is on expectation 
from and interaction with one's academic advisor. 
Smith (1993) suggested a model that emphasizes, among other issues, 
the importance of cultural awareness for international TAs. Hill and Lakey 
(1992) also discussed the importance of culture in relation to the effective 
adaptation for the American classroom. Williams (1990) investigated the 
effectiveness of IT As programs and results suggested that the not only 
language skills should be taught, but also interaction skills, classroom culture, 
and communication ability. These three variables are important in the 
present study and will be used as predictors of success on the SPEAK and 
TEACH test. 
Some studies have given evidence that different native language 
background have different mean scores on English language tests. Abraham 
and Plakans (1988) revealed that Chinese speakers were the largest group 
taking the tests, and yet they had the lowest scores, among all first-language 
groups. The Korean speakers made up the second lowest score group. The 
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present study investigates three main language groups; Chinese, Korean, and 
Indo-European languages. 
At Iowa State University the duties performed by TAs include the 
following: lecturer, recitation leader, lab supervisor, lab assistant, equipment 
manager, grader, office hour consultant. These tasks require a variety of 
skills, including the skill of presenting information, answering questions, 
leading discussions, coaching students through problems, and discussing 
papers and tests. In order to perform these roles. Bailey et al, (1984) indicated 
that TAs must be able to effectively use English to present their subject in an 
organized manner, in order to motivate students to become involved in the 
material. 
The SPEAK/TEACH Program at Iowa State University was created in 
June of 1984 for testing and training prospective international teaching 
assistants. Several courses are offered to those who do not pass the testing 
(Iowa State University, 1992). Two tests are used to evaluate oral proficiency: 
SPEAK and TEACH. The SPEAK test, which is the ISU Modified SPEAK Test 
(see Appendix D) and takes the form of a tape-recorded interview in which 
the examinee is asked to talk informally with an interviewer, read aloud a 
printed paragraph, tell a story by looking at a series of pictures, answer some 
questions about a single picture, answer three open-ended questions 
(describing an object and giving an opinion on a topic of general interest), and 
play the role of a teacher making a class announcement. The sentence 
completion section, which is present in the original SPEAK, has been 
eliminated from the present SPEAK test. The TEACH test, developed in 
summer of 1985 at Iowa State University, gives evidence of one's ability to 
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communicate in the field in which he or she expects to teach. During the 
TEACH test the examinee makes a five-minute presentation and answers 
questions posed by student-questioners. The presentations are rated live by 
two or more evaluators, who also rate the SPEAK interviews. Besides using 
the overall language comprehensibility scores on SPEAK and TEACH for 
certification, diagnostic scores are used to tailor training courses, such as 
pronunciation, U.S. classroom procedures, question handling, and teaching. 
Approximately sixty percent of the students tested have passed the 
tests. All who pass are recommended to enroll in University Studies, 
Curriculum 511, offered by the College of Education, a teaching methods 
course for TAs. Those who do not pass are required to take the University 
Studies courses 170 and 180 and retake the SPEAK/TEACH tests at the end of 
the semester. If they still do not pass, they are assigned to take another course. 
University Studies 170, Speech Improvement for Nonnative Speakers, 
offered by the Department of Speech Communication, is designed for those 
who have problems with pronunciation and fluency, giving emphasis to 
sounds, stress and intonation. University Studies, English 180, 
Communication Skills for International TAs, offered by the English 
Department, focuses on listening and speaking skills, teaching strategies, and 
U.S. classroom cultural awareness. 
Besides the courses above mentioned, the Graduate College and the 
Graduate Student Senate of Iowa State University organize workshops during 
the week before classes begin with the purpose of providing general training 
for new teaching assistants (both American and international). These 
activities give a chance to participants to meet with each other and to learn 
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from a group of experienced TAs and faculty, many of whom have won 
teaching awards. Also, in the summer of 1990 The Teaching Assistant 
Handbook (Iowa State University, 1990) was published, and it is distributed to 
every new TA. It contains information such as teaching tips and university 
policies and procedures. 
Field-Specific Language Tests and Performance Tests 
International students who have taken the SPEAK test have repeatedly 
said that if they had only been asked to speak about their academic field 
instead of general topics, they would have been able to do much better. They 
have also stated that scores based on speech in their related field would be 
more relevant to their role as teaching assistants. Several studies looked at 
that concern by developing field-specific oral proficiency tests and comparing 
the results obtained on these tests with results from the SPEAK test. 
Scheibner-Herzig et al. (1991), in a study of English language proficiency 
of German students, revealed the effectiveness of multiple testing and the 
importance in validating the measures used. Following this same principle, 
at Iowa State University prospective international teaching assistants take two 
tests, the SPEAK and the TEACH, which are two distinct measures, in order to 
have their oral language proficiency evaluated. 
Alderson and Urquhart (1985) in three distinct studies concluded that 
there was in fact interaction between students' background knowledge and 
linguistic proficiency. The subjects in these studies were nonnative speakers 
of English that had four different academic areas (administration/finance/ 
economics, engineering, liberal arts, and science/mathematics). They were 
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taking summer study skills courses, and the tests consisted of reading 
comprehension on texts related to the four discipline areas above mentioned, 
given to all students. Results of the three studies showed that academic 
background can play an important role in test performance, as it seemed to 
increase linguistic proficiency. When students were familiar with the content 
area, they were able to answer direct and overview questions with ease. On 
the other hand, when the content area was not familiar, students could still 
answer direct questions, but their ability with overview questions was greatly 
reduced. 
Rounds (1987) suggested that even those international teaching 
assistants who can speak English effectively have difficulty with specific 
spoken language skills required for teaching in the university classroom. 
Perhaps speaking about their academic discipline requires a different set of 
language skills than those used when studying English as a foreign language. 
This is exactly the main purpose of the TEACH test, which is a field specific 
language test. 
Douglas and Selinker (1992) investigated the field-specific language test 
as a better predictor of a field-specific performance than a general purpose oral 
proficiency test. In their study, thirty-one chemistry international teaching 
assistants took the TEACH test, the SPEAK test, and the CHEMSPEAK, which 
has the same structure and rating criteria as the SPEAK test, but the context is 
always chemistry related. The paragraph, the sentences, and the pictures had 
been taken from actual freshman chemistry texts, and the open-ended 
questions had had the input from chemists. Results indicated that 
CHEMSPEAK was more difficult than was SPEAK, perhaps due to a much 
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more complex discourse in CHEMSPEAK (Douglas and Selinker, 1992, pp. 
325-326). Fifteen subjects scored higher on SPEAK than on CHEMSPEAK, ten 
scored higher on CHEMSPEAK, and six scored the same on both tests. 
Correlational analysis suggested that all three measures were internally 
consistent and were reasonable accurate. One of the most interesting results 
was that CHEMSPEAK had significant correlations with the TEACH raters' 
recommendation, while only the SPEAK fluency score had a significant 
correlation with the same raters' recommendation. The authors suggested to 
continue giving CHEMSPEAK to more subjects, including giving it to a group 
having a higher English proficiency, and that future studies should be 
performed in other field-specific areas. These findings suggest that SPEAK 
alone should not be used as the only measure of oral proficiency for IT As. 
In a study of field-specific language testing. Smith (1989) investigated 
individual differences in performance of thirty-eight international teaching 
assistants who took two tests: the traditional general-topic SPEAK test and a 
field specific test, which was the replication of the SPEAK in mathematics, 
physics, and chemistry. Her results indicated that there was no significant 
variation in oral language proficiency across topic for this group, but for eight 
subjects the pass or fail score would depend on which test was used. One 
physics and three chemistry subjects passed the SPEAK but failed the field-
specific test; on the other hand, one chemistry and three mathematics 
subjects failed the SPEAK but passed the field-specific test. So the test topic 
made a difference. This implies that, in general, the results do not support 
the claim that international students, as a group, would perform better if 
tested within their specific area of study than in a general topic area, but some 
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students who will fail the SPEAK test would score higher in a field-specific 
test, and that some of the ones who will pass the SPEAK (and will not receive 
any further English language training) would not pass a field-specific test, 
bringing negative consequences to their classroom teaching. 
Performance tests give the examinees the opportunity to demonstrate 
their language skills and communication ability in a functional context, such 
as teaching simulations, mock teaching sessions, question-handling 
situations, and role-play of classroom management and office hours (Plakans 
and Abraham, 1990). 
Finch and Foertsch (1993) defined performance assessment as an 
emerging form of alternative assessment. Three very important aspects are: 
(1) The extent to which the test is authentic, that is, simulating real life; 
(2) What is actually being evaluated, determining an appropriate set of 
judgement criteria; and (3) The basic type of response situation, such as 
simulated clasroom. The authors stated that in a performance assessment it 
is necessary to consider structure and design, grading and scoring, and fairness 
and equity. Also performance tests can focus mainly on the product or on the 
process, and it is important to determine where the focus lies, whether the 
intent is to evaluate process, product, or both. 
Hewitt et al. (1993) stated that performance assessment approaches 
have already been established in foreign language education, while these 
methods are only beginning to touch other fields of study. The author 
suggested that educators from all academic areas become acquainted with 
performance assessment, which will be for their own benefit. For example, 
educators should encourage students do more practical demonstrations by 
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applying the theories that they have learned in class, not limiting assessment 
to pen-and-paper exams. 
Bruder (1993) investigated the use of evaluation methods other than 
standardized tests. She addressed the value change from rote memorization 
to communications skills. Supporting performance-based assessments, the 
author quoted Wiggins, who said "the proof of a person's capacity is found in 
their ability to perform or produce, not in their ability to answer on cue." She 
also pointed out the need for professional development to change educators' 
traditional views of assessment. 
The TEACH test is both a field specific language test and a performance 
test as well. Developed at Iowa State University (Abraham et al., 1985), it 
gives a chance to the examinees to demonstrate their ability to speak English 
in their own field of study. It is a teaching demonstration and a test with 
great face validity, which is defined as the appearance of a test as an 
appropriate measure to obtain the cooperation of those taking the test. When 
the examinees register for the TEACH test, one day ahead, they are given a 
topic related to the department in which they will be teaching and 
instructions on how to prepare for the TEACH. Please refer to the 
instructions for TEACH in Appendix E. 
The TEACH test takes place in a simulated typical undergraduate 
classroom and lasts ten minutes. As the examinee enters the testing room, he 
or she becomes familiar with the "class", which is composed of two or three 
raters, two or three student-questioners, a test proctor, and a video technician 
(who videotapes the performance). Then he or she is allowed one minute or 
two to write a few terms, diagrams, or formulae on the board. When the 
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candidate is ready, the five-minute presentation begins, and during that time 
the assigned topic should be clearly explained in words that an undergraduate 
student could understand. When a timer sounds, the student-questioners 
(usually science and engineering majors) have three minutes to ask 
questions. The entire test is videotaped. Later the videotape can be used for 
more ratings or for diagnostic purposes by instructors of those who do not 
pass the test Also the examinees are allowed to borrow it and look at their 
performance. 
Raters judge each TEACH performance on language, evaluating four 
categories: pronunciation, grammar, fluency, and overall comprehensibility. 
They also rate the appropriateness of teacher-student relationships in a U.S. 
classroom setting, ability to understand and answer students' questions, and 
communication skills, such as explaining with clarity, using supportive 
evidence and examples, addressing the class, using the board effectively, and 
showing interest in the subject area and in the students as learners. 
Swain (1993) studied reliability as a measure of internal consistency in 
communicative proficiency tests, and found out inconsistant ratings on such 
tests. The explanation lies with the nature of these types of tests themselves, 
in which there is a variation of performance on the test-taker's part. The 
author cited research supporting variance in testing of oral English, according 
to different tasks such as interviews and role-plays. In her discussion, she 
stated that there is a challenge for second language test researchers to rethink 
the concept of consistency of second language measures, and suggested a 
"meaningful quality criteria". This idea is to be applied mainly to 
performance tests. 
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Interviev^ Type of Tests 
The interview type of test, in a general definition, is a technique 
designed to measure a person's ability to speak a language other than their 
native language. It can also be said to be a testing procedure that measures 
various levels of speaking abilities or linguistic competence, including 
accuracy for pronunciation, fluency, and comprehensibility. 
The direct (or live) interview language test is different from other types 
of oral tests because its format consists of a face-to-face conversation on a 
variety of topics between an examinee and one or two examiners. Some of 
the tasks are story telling, description of events, reading aloud, or role-playing 
activities. The speech sample, sometimes tape-recorded, is rated on a scale 
with a specific range. Oral interview tests have attracted increased interest by 
researchers, and studies have demonstrated a high degree of reliability and 
validity. Many studies have been conducted on interview tests, such as van 
Lier (1989), Clark (1988a and 1988b), Dugan (1988), Lowe (1986), de Charruf 
(1984), and Hagen (1990). 
Clark (1988a) defined a semi-direct test as the one that uses tape-
recorders, test booklets, or other kinds of non-human procedures to elicit 
speech. Several item formats can be employed, such as reading aloud, 
sentence completion, sentence repetition, single picture description, and 
sequence picture description. The SPEAK test is a semi-direct test. 
In a paper that related five different studies on another semi-direct test, 
the simulated oral proficiency interview (SOPI), Stansfield (1990) stated that 
the SOPI was shown to have valid and reliable results related to oral language 
proficency. The main practical advantages are: administration without a 
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trained interviewer, administration to a group by a single person, and 
reduced cost. Stansfield and Kenyon (1992) reviewed several studies that 
compared oral proficiency interview tests with simulated oral proficiency 
interview tests and suggested ideas for further research to be done in this area. 
Duarte (1994) reported a study conducted on test-takers' attitudes 
toward a modified SPEAK test that has been used at Pennsylvania State 
University. Results indicated overall positive attitude toward the 
interviewer, who was rated as friendly by sixty-three percent of the 
respondents and patient by fifty-seven percent. Respondents preferred much 
more talking to people rather to a machine, the tape-recorder. Some of the 
criticisms on the content of the SPEAK were: the sequence picture story 
telling tests imagination, not only English skills; and some of them wrote 
that would rather had been asked questions about their area of emphasis, 
hobbies, or home country. As for the test format, they had no complaints. 
The present study also used a modified SPEAK test, similar to Duarte's, 
which is given at Iowa State University. The main modification is the test 
format: one interviewer reads all the directions and questions to the student 
taking the test. The tape-recorder has the purpose to record the responses, in 
case it is necessary to have a third rating. There is also a second rater present 
during the test, who also rates the performance. As for the SPEAK test itself, 
the sentence completion section was left out, according to the test developer, 
Barbara Plakans (Personal Communication, March 21,1994), because it was 
too artificial to keep it in an interview type of test. The free response 
questions were changed by equivalent ones since the taped questions were 
known far and wide. The last modification was the elimination of grammar 
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scores. In the original SPEAK only two sections were scored for grammar 
(sentence completion and single picture). Without section two, scoring 
grammar in only one section would not be enough to sustain a good 
reliability, so it was decided that judgements related to grammar would be 
included in comprehensibility. 
Communicative Competence 
There have been several different approaches to defining 
communicative competence. In a very simple definition it means the 
appropriate use of language in an appropriate context. It is an expression first 
introduced by Hymes (1972), in an article in response to Chomsky (1972), who 
defined linguistic ability as made up of two components: competence 
(knowing the grammar rules) and performance (the concrete, which includes 
memory, errors, attention, interest, motivation), but leaving out the rules of 
language use. 
According to Hymes, communicative competence is the use of 
language in a way that it is systemically possible (grammatical), feasible 
(psycholinguistical acceptable), and appropriate (adequate). These three 
aspects are linked to produce and interpret actually occurring cultural 
behavior (Hymes 1972, p. 286). So, grammatical competence (possibility) is 
just one of the four areas of communicative competence. 
Hymes established four parameters for language usage: 
1. Whether (and to what degree) something is formally possible. - this 
means that something possible within a formal system is grammatical, 
cultural, or communicable; 
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2. Whether (and to what degree) something is feasible. - which refers 
to what is acceptable, or the means of implementation available; 
3. Whether (and to what degree) something is appropriate. - which 
means adequate, happy, and successful in relation to a context in which it is 
used and evaluated; 
4. Whether (and to what degree) something is in fact done, actually 
performed. - and what its doing entails. 
Taking a similar approach, Canale and Swain (1980) and Bachman 
(1990) analyzed communicative competence as having four components, 
which should be included in ESL curriculum designs, syllabus materials, and 
language proficiency testing. The components are: (1) grammatical 
(vocabulary, spelling, sentences); (2) sociolinguistic (purposes, interaction, 
cultural aspect); (3) discourse (written and spoken); and (4) strategic (verbal 
and non-verbal strategies used in communication). 
Savignon (1986) defined communicative competence as a two-fold 
aspects of language: "skill getting", which is the knowledge of language 
forms, and "skill using", which is the use of language functions. So, language 
proficiency tests that will test communicative competence, will have to 
evaluate conununicative language ability. This involves evaluating both 
knowledge or competence in the language, and the capacity for implementing 
or using this competence. The SPEAK and TEACH test, which are 
instruments used in the present study, have these characteristics. 
Ard (1987) examined how ITAs acquire or fail to acquire the language 
and other skills needed to be a successful TA, thus reaching communicative 
competence. According to Ard there are many strategies that a teacher 
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utilizes during a lecture, besides the oral speech itself, such as body posture, 
gestures, facial expression, tone of voice, and writing on the black board. 
Those aspects are all part of communicative competence. Often American 
undergraduates rate teacher success in terms of how dramatic, open, and 
friendly the teacher is. Again, the TEACH test looks for clues in this respect. 
Students taking the TEACH test may use a variety of strategies considered 
effective for interacting with the class. Also, many "mistakes" are detected, 
which are ineffective for interacting in the classroom, such as pronouncing 
cognate technical words the same way as in their native language, which 
causes a breakdown in communication, as the students miss important key­
words. Another example is the testee talking to the board almost all the time 
during the teaching performance, which may cause words being unheard or 
misunderstood. 
Jarausch (1991) discussed the importance of simulating a real-life 
situation when testing oral communication skills, in order to test the 
students' ability to use the language they have learned. When testing oral 
skills through interviews, they must resemble conversations that the 
students would have in a practical, everyday situation, such as making bank 
transactions, purchasing groceries, buying clothes, seeing a doctor, etc. 
According to the author, test designers should devise testing situations that 
simulate these experiences as, for example, role-playing. 
Morrow (1990) argued that alternatives to traditional methods of 
language testing are needed. It is necessary to move from the conventional 
focus on the acquisition and analysis of data to include a concern with aspects 
of the nature of language itself and with the effects which tests and testing 
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may have on the examinees. The alternative methods should have a 
communicative approach in order to test communicative skills. The author 
also wrote that testing and research should not be concerned simply to 
measure, rather there must be a framework which will allow judgements to 
be made. 
In a study that examined the curriculum of courses for international 
teaching assistants, Hoekje and Williams (1992) found that the best programs 
are those that reflect a sociolinguistic model of language use, which is the 
communicative competence model proposed by Hymes (1972). Within this 
model, the programs better prepare ITAs for their roles as teachers. 
Describing a program designed for ITAs, Stevens (1989) addressed the 
need to improve the communicative competence in the American classroom 
environment, which is the main goal of the referred program at the 
University of Delaware. Pronunciation skills are trained within the cultural 
and linguistic aspects of the classroom. 
In a study of the standardized Test of English as a Foreign Language 
(TOEFL), the TSE, and the Test of Written English (TWE) as measures of 
communicative competence, Henning and Cascallar (1992) found that these 
tests provide tasks which elicit communicative language performance. 
Among the recommendations, the authors suggested that there should be a 
commitment toward more communicatively oriented language assessments: 
The most important recommendations the authors wish to make 
from the present study are, first, that any valid assessment of 
communicative competence can take place only within a well-
articulated framework for the elicitation and rating of 
communicative language abilities. Because communicative 
performance was found to be highly dependent on particulars of 
assessment context, communication purpose, and pragmatic 
function, care must be taken to ensure that appropriate texts are 
4 1  
defined before communicative tests are devised. A secondary 
major observation is that the evidence gathered here strongly 
suggests that traditional measures of knowledge and use of 
appropriate language structure, as represented in the structure 
components of the TOEFL and TSE tests, are not empirically 
unrelated to ratings of communicative competence in any of its 
linguistics, discourse, sociolinguistic, or strategic domains. 
(Henning & Cascallar, 1992, p. 23) 
Gillete (1982) in a comparative two-subject case study compared the 
communication strategies used in the lecture discourse in an Astronomy 
course by a native Korean speaker and a native English speaker. Some of the 
strategies used by the Korean subject were: extensive use of the board, in 
order to ensure the the class would understand what was said; and drawing 
diagrams on paper. Those were examples of alternate means to communicate 
verbally. Both subjects used repetition, with the purpose of emphasis to a 
certain concept being taught, but while the native speaker would paraphrase, 
the Korean would repeat the same words exactly as before. The greatest 
difference, however, was with the native speaker's use of speech markers 
such as "the first thing", "there are two types", "which is important to 
remember", and the Korean's exclusive use of "ok", which made the lectures 
rather difficult to follow, due to the lack of indication of relationships. 
Conclusions from this study indicated that IT As should practice more 
effective communicative strategies, in order to be able to express the 
importance of a point or how two ideas relate. This way IT As will be able to 
communicate successfully. 
Baker (1990) examined factors that affect sociolinguistic competence of 
nonnative speakers of English. The data were taken from a survey given to 
one hundred and fifty international students. Results indicated that cultural 
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groups differed significantly. Among all language groups, the Chinese 
speakers had the lowest scores on sociolinguistic competence. Baker 
recommended that sociolinguistic competence be taught in ESL classes, 
through cross-cultural issues and situations. This recommendation should 
also be extended to ITA training courses. 
In a very practical way. Galloway (1993) explained the communicative 
approach to foreign language teaching, since its development in the 1970's. 
Communicative language teaching makes use of real-life situations that 
require oral communication. Teachers should engage their students in using 
the target language, producing an authentic exchange of information. 
Language is used for interaction. While the students' performance is the 
goal, teachers must step back and observe. Teachers talk less and listen more, 
and students do most of the speaking. The author concluded that students 
gain confidence in using the new language in general, and that they become 
more responsible for their own learning. 
In a study on the effectiveness of communicative class activities for 
nonnative speakers of English, Green (1993) used a survey to investigate how 
subjects rated enjoyableness and perceived effectiveness. Results revealed 
that students were not inclined to see activities focusing on formal 
correctness as more effective than those emphasizing the real use of language. 
There was a positive correlation between reported enjoyableness and 
perceived effectiveness of communicative techniques, but they did not 
indicate a cause-effect relationship. The author believes that enjoyableness 
enhances effectiveness, and something effective tends to be more enjoyable 
than otherwise. So, there is a circular and mutually reinforcement. Since the 
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subjects of this study were highly homogeneous, the author suggested that 
this survey be replicated with a more diverse sample, and to investigate if 
different results are to be found with other learner variables such as age, 
gender, cultural or language background, educational level, or English 
proficiency level. 
In a study on oral evaluations, Berrier (1991) approached the problem 
of subjectivity and multiple variables. Her findings to the three main 
questions that she addressed were: 
1) Which criteria should be evaluated? Sociolinguistic competence, 
which she defined as applying language to different situations; and strategic 
competence, explained here as being able to pass on a message even if there 
are "gasps" in vocabulary, or strategies applied to ability to express oneself. 
2) How should these criteria be evaluated? The author criticizes 
interviews; she thinks they are invalid because they intimidate the 
examinees, make the situations unnatural, and do not test how the examinee 
will act in real-life situations. Tests should avoid "yes/no" questions. 
Evaluations should be such that the examinees will be listened to, and 
encouraged to elaborate on the subject of concern. 
3) What is the role of the institution in the evaluation? They need to 
improve the tests, and make them valid. They also need to question present 
and new methods of evaluation. Finally, students must be prepared for the 
tests by, for example, using the classroom for practicing different real-life 
scenarios. 
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Summary 
Since the primary purpose of this study is to identify a pool of 
discriminating variables to be used as predictors of success on the SPEAK and 
TEACH tests, a review of the literature was done in seven related topics of 
interest and supported the purposes of the present study. 
Initially several national and local demographic studies and tables 
have confirmed that there has been a steadily growing number of 
international students in American institutions of higher education. 
Secondly, selected research studies that focused on international 
teaching assistants revealed their growing number specially in certain 
disciplines such as chemistry, math, and physics. In order to attend their 
special needs, training programs have been the target of numerous 
researchers, each one focusing on a particular aspect of the international 
students and their role in the American undergraduate instruction. 
The third topic, the SPEAK test, one of the instruments used in the 
present study, has become one of the most used test of spoken English and 
has been subjected to praise and criticism, for being too general and not field 
specific. Some researchers have made the SPEAK a discipline centered test 
and compared results from both tests. 
The fourth topic, field-specific language tests and performance tests, 
was included in this literature because of the importance on testing different 
language skills according to different fields of study. The TEACH test, which 
is another instrument used in the present study, is both a field-specific and a 
performance test. The literature revealed advantages of performance tests: 
they have strong face validity; they directly reveal culture and 
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communication problems; the examinee interacts with examiners or 
questioners, who act as students, providing a realistic and communicative 
test. Students usually like to talk about their own areas of study, and raters 
often say that they prefer live testing so that they can evaluate the examinee's 
discourse strategies and teaching style, which sometimes compensate for 
some possible linguistic flaws. 
The fifth area refers to interview type of tests, which is a widely 
accepted form of oral language test, and that can be direct or semi-direct, 
through the use of tape-recorders and pre-recorded questions. The SPEAK 
test is a semi-direct test and has been modified to make it more direct. 
Several comparative studies supported each one's advantages and 
disadvantages. 
Concerning the sixth topic, communicative competence, its definition 
and growing importance on language teaching and testing was confirmed in 
the studies presented in this review of the literature. 
Finally, other selected studies revealed that there are relevant student 
variables related to English proficiency. These studies revealed the influence 
of first language to oral English proficiency, the importance of fluency as 
having two parts: production (speaking) and reception (listening), the study 
and relevance of culture, and the development of communication skills. 
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CHAPTER m: METHODS 
Introduction 
This chapter contains the research questions, the variables of the study, 
population and sample, data collection and coding, sources of data and 
description of the assessment instruments: registration form, the SPEAK and 
TEACH tests, the TOEFL test; hypotheses, raters' information, and statistical 
methods used in the analyses of the data. 
The Research Ouestions 
The research questions, from Chapter I, are the following: 
1. Are background variables (sex, first language, TOEFL score, last degree 
completed, number of months residing in the U.S., average amount of time 
speaking English, and previous teaching experience) good predictors of 
success on the SPEAK and TEACH tests? 
2. Are operational variables (pronunciation, fluency, cultural ability, 
communication skills, interaction skills, raters' overall impression, and 
student-questioners' overall impression) and SPEAK test form good 
predictors of success on the SPEAK and/or TEACH tests? 
3. If background and operational variables are combined, which 
combination(s) will significantly predict the success on the SPEAK and 
TEACH tests? 
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Variables of the Study 
Age. Measured in a whole number, representing the age the student had on 
the day in which he or she took the SPEAK and TEACH tests. Continuous 
numerical variable. Included in this study just for demographic purposes. 
Sex. Either (1) male or (2) female. Categorical variable. 
First language. There are three language groups: (1) Indo-European language 
speakers (natives of India, who are speakers of Assamese, Bengali, Gurajati, 
Hindi, Kannada, Konkani, Malayalam, Marathi, Oriya, Punjabi, Sourashtra, 
Tamil, Telegu, and Urdu); (2) Korean speakers; and (3) Chinese speakers. 
Categorical variable. 
Major department. This variable is measured and coded according to each 
subject's denomination of his or her academic major and used solely for 
demographic purposes in this study. There are 37 departments represented. 
Categorical variable. 
Native country. As the previous variable, this one is used solely for 
demographic purposes in this study. Categorical variable. 
TOEFL score. Measured in a whole number. Continuous numerical variable. 
Last degree completed. Either (1) Bachelor or (2) Master's degree. Categorical. 
Previous teaching experience. Either (1) no or (2) yes. Categorical variable. 
Number of months in the U.S.A. Variable measured in a whole number, 
representing the number of months that the student has been residing in the 
United States. If less than half a month, for example, three days, the number 
0 (zero) will be used. If more than 99 months, the number 99 will be used. 
Continuous numerical variable. 
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Average amount of time speaking English. There are five different groups: 
(1) less than 2 hours per week; (2) a few hours several times a week; (3) 1 to 2 
hours every day; (4) 3 to 7 hours every day; and (5) 8 or more hours every day. 
Continuous numerical variable. 
Cultural ability. It is the average of the scores given by the raters, which 
ranges from 0 to 3. Continuous numerical variable. 
Communication skills. It is the average of the scores given by the raters, 
which ranges from 0 to 3. Continuous numerical variable. 
Interaction skills. It is the average of the scores given by the raters, which 
ranges from 0 to 3. Continuous numerical variable. 
Raters' overall impression score. It is the average of the scores given by the 
raters, which ranges from 1 to 9. Continuous numerical variable. 
Student-questioners' overall impression score. It is the average of the scores 
given by the raters, which ranges from 1 to 9. Continuous numerical 
variable. 
SPEAK overall language comprehensibility. This is a dependent variable in 
this study. It is the average of the scores given by the raters, which ranges 
from 0 to 300. Continuous numerical variable. 
TEACH overall language comprehensibility. This is also a dependent 
variable in this study. It is the average of the scores given by the raters, which 
ranges from 0 to 3. Continuous numerical variable. 
Pronunciation score. It is the average of the scores given by the raters, which 
ranges from 0 to 3. Continuous numerical variable. 
Fluency score. It is the average of the scores given by the raters, which ranges 
from 0 to 3. Continuous numerical variable. 
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SPEAK form. It is the form of the SPEAK test that was taken. There are five 
different forms: 1 (form A), 2 (form B), 3 (form C), 4 (form D), and 5 
(interview type). Categorical variable. 
SPEAK/TEACH test restdt There are four different results: 1 (not pass), 2 
(partial pass), 3 (conditional pass), and 4 (pass). Continuous numerical 
variable. 
Population and Sample 
The present study is utilizing the data-base that has been accumulated 
over the years at Iowa State University. The quality of the data is accurate and 
precise. The subjects, in number of 400, were randomly selected from the 
existing available data-base, which is considered a representative sample of 
the Iowa State University population, which is also representative of a wider 
population of international graduate students who are enrolled in all 
American universities. Tables with sample demographics will illustrate the 
numbers in the beginning of next chapter. 
There are three main language groups for which this study is 
controlling. They are: Indo-European language speakers (natives of India, 
who are speakers of Assamese, Bengali, Gurajati, Hindi, Kannada, Konkani, 
Malayalam, Marathi, Oriya, Punjabi, Sourashtra, Tamil, Telegu, and Urdu), 
Korean speakers, and Chinese speakers. According to recent demographic ' 
studies those are the most representative first language groups spoken by 
international students in American institutions of higher education 
(Mitgang, 1991). 
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Data Collection and Coding 
All data were taken from the original raw material. 
Registration forms provided the data for the demographic information 
and the selected background variables. 
The operational variables were collected from the following sources: 
SPEAK rating sheets and TEACH rating sheets, containing the scores given by 
individual raters, as well as individual cards and computer files, which show 
average scores for each test; student-questioners' rating sheets containing the 
scores given by individual questioners. These scores are also averaged and 
recorded in individual cards and computer files. The coding was done on a 
code sheet form, specially created for this study. Copies of the SPEAK rating 
sheet, TEACH rating sheet, student-questioners' rating sheet, and code sheet 
form are found in the Appendix. 
Sources of Data 
Registration form 
When international students sign up to take the SPEAK and TEACH 
tests, they fill out a two-page registration form in which they provide 
information related to their background characteristics. See a copy of the 
registration form in Appendix C. Much of this information is used in this 
study, grouped in a set of variables called background variables. They are: 
age, native country, and department (only for demographic purposes); sex, 
first language, TOEFL score, last degree completed, number of months 
residing in the U.S.A., how many hours per day (or per week) they speak 
English, and if they have had previous teaching experience. 
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Along with the registration form the students are offered the choice of 
signing (or not) a consent form, which is a permission to have all 
information related to the SPEAK and TEACH tests to be used for research 
purposes. Usually most of the students sign the form. This study contains 
data only from the ones who had signed the consent. See a copy of the 
consent form in Appendix C. Furthermore, instead of using their names, the 
registration number will be used so that the students' identity will be kept 
protected. 
The Iowa State University Committee on the Use of Human Subjects 
in Research reviewed this project and concluded that the rights and welfare of 
the human subjects were adequately protected, the risks were outweighed by 
the potential benefits and expected value of the knowledge sought, that 
confidentiality of the data were assured, and that the consent was obtained by 
appropriate procedures. See approval form in Appendix C. 
SPEAK and TEACH Tests 
International graduate students need to take two tests if they are to be 
considered for teaching responsibilities: SPEAK and TEACH. Please see 
Appendices D and E for samples and descriptors of both tests. 
The SPEAK test is the institutional version of the internationally 
administered Test of Spoken English (TSE), developed by the Educational 
Testing Service. The purpose of the SPEAK test is to determine the spoken 
proficiency of the international graduate student. It takes the form of a tape-
recorded interview in which the examinee is asked to converse informally 
with an interviewer, read a printed paragraph aloud, narrate a story looking 
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at a series of pictures, answer a few questions about a single picture, talk about 
topics of international interest, describe a common object, and play the role of 
a TA making an announcement to a class. The whole test takes 
approximately twenty minutes. 
The testee receives three final scores: an overall language 
comprehensibility score, and scores on two diagnostic areas, which are 
pronunciation and fluency. See Appendix D for a copy of the SPEAK test 
rating sheet. This study will investigate the correlation among these three 
scores, being of particular interest whether pronunciation or fluency has the 
highest correlation with the overall language comprehensibility score, both 
with the SPEAK and the TEACH scores. In the present study there are two 
dependent variables: the SPEAK overall language comprehensibility and the 
TEACH overall language comprehensibility, which are two independent 
scores given in separate tests. 
The SPEAK test comes in five different forms (A, B, C, D, and the 
interview type form, which has been in use for the past two years at Iowa 
State University) and there is a relatively equal number of each form among 
the ones used in this study. So, another variable included in this study is the 
SPEAK form that students took. This investigation might indicate if there is 
some kind of bias toward any one of the SPEAK forms, which means if 
students systematically do better in one form over the others, or if they 
typically score lower on a certain test form. 
What is TEACH? In the summer 1985 the TEACH test was developed 
in Iowa State University with the purpose to complement the SPEAK test 
(Abraham et al. 1985). The TEACH test provides evidence of a prospective 
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ITA's ability to communicate information to undergraduate students in the 
field in which he or she expects to teach. Now it is also being used at the 
University of Minnesota. The TEACH test is similar to the ITA Test (Smith et 
al., 1992). Both tests ask the student to lecture and to answer questions in 
front of a group of raters and student-questioners, who serve as evaluators 
and students. The TEACH test has face validity, and this study will 
investigate the TEACH test subscores as predictive measures of English as a 
second language proficiency. 
During the TEACH test the examinee makes a five-minute, videotaped 
presentation and, for three more minutes, answers questions posed by a 
"class" of students' questioners. The presentation is rated live by three or 
more trained raters, who are usually the same ones who rate the SPEAK test. 
When the students take the TEACH test, the primary purpose is to 
have their oral language skills evaluated, according to pronunciation, 
grammar, fluency, and the most important category, which is overall 
language comprehensibility. As in the SPEAK test, the overall language 
comprehensibility score is the grade that determines the pass or fail result 
(also partial and conditional results), and it is one dependent variable used in 
the present study. 
Besides those three scores above mentioned, the TEACH test is also an 
instrument that investigates very important variables of the examinee, which 
are: cultural ability, communication skills, and classroom interaction ability. 
This test also provides two more scores: raters' overall impression and 
students' overall impression. Those will be later defined and will have their 
role investigated as predictors of success on the SPEAK and TEACH tests. 
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During the TEACH test the presence of student-questioners has the 
purpose of simulating an undergraduate classroom by listening to the five-
minute-presentation and asking questions during the following three 
minutes. Please see Appendix E for the guide for TEACH test student-
questioners. Right after each presentation the student-questioners fill out a 
rating sheet, in which they assign overall impression scores on a Likert scale, 
going from 1 (poor) to 9 (excellent). 
One last variable included in this study is the final (or global) result 
given to the students who take the SPEAK and TEACH tests. Since those are 
tests of spoken English, the overall language comprehensibility is the score 
upon which the final result is based. The range of scores in each area always 
goes from zero to three. Please see the "SPEAK Rating Guide" on page 69. 
According to the EPEC Committee, there are four final results, which 
are; pass (the student passes both tests with a minimal score of 2.2); 
conditional pass (the student passes one test but not the other); partial pass 
(the student does not pass both tests, but the scores are not lower than 1.8); 
and not pass (the scores are lower than 1.8). 
This researcher must add here that the students who do not pass on the 
first attempt are required to take one of the special courses for international 
TAs and to retake the tests. One exception is given to the ones who receive a 
conditional pass, in which case they are required just to take the course and 
are not retested at the end of the course. This study, however, only includes 
data from students taking the SPEAK and TEACH for the first time. 
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TOEFL Test 
The Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) is an objective 
multiple-choice test that evaluates the ability to understand spoken and 
written English (ETS, 1981). It is administered worldwide each month, and it 
is taken by approximately 510,000 persons annually. The TOEFL has a three-
section format that tests listening comprehension, reading comprehension 
(and vocabulary), and competence in recognizing appropriate written 
expression. The reliability for the whole test is .95, and for the sections 
reliabilities range from .86 to .90, which suggest that the TOEFL is quite 
accurate (ETS, 1990). 
The TOEFL is also a valid measure of English proficiency. Some of the 
most basic studies on TOEFL validity attempted to match performance on this 
test with other indicators of English proficiency. Maxwell (1965) found a .87 
correlation between scores on TOEFL and the English placement test used at 
Berkeley campus. On another study, Upshur (1966) found a correlation of .89 
between TOEFL and the Michigan Test of English Language Proficiency. 
Although the TOEFL does not provide a direct measure of spoken 
English proficiency, a number of studies have shown evidence of substantial 
correlations between written tests of listening comprehension, reading, and 
writing skills and tests of speaking ability. For example. Pike (1979) revealed 
that the section listening comprehension was found to correlate well with 
spoken communication. His study was an extensive investigation on the 
effectiveness of items originally used in the TOEFL in relation to various 
other items used in assessing English proficiency. Results contributed in part 
to the change from a five-section to a three-section format. 
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Hypotheses 
Question one hypotheses: 
Are background variables (sex, first language, TOEFL score, last degree 
completed, number of months residing in the U.S., average amount of time 
speaking English, and previous teaching experience) good predictors of 
success on the SPEAK and TEACH tests? 
1. There is no difference in the mean scores on the SPEAK test for males and 
females. 
Method: t-test 
Test Statistics: t distribution 
Decision rule: probability of sample t < 0.05 
2. There is no difference in the mean scores on the TEACH test for males and 
females. 
Method: t-test 
Test Statistics: t distribution 
Decision rule: probability of sample t < 0.05 
3. There is no difference in the mean scores on the SPEAK test for students in 
each language group: Indo-European languages (students from India), 
Korean speakers, and Chinese speakers. 
Method: one-way ANOVA 
Test Statistics: F ratio 
Decision rule: probability of sample F < 0.05 
4. There is no difference in the mean scores on the TEACH test for students 
in each language group: Indo-European languages (students from India), 
Korean speakers, and Chinese speakers. 
Method: one-way ANOVA 
Test Statistics: F ratio 
Decision rule: probability of sample F < 0.05 
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5. The TOEFL score has no correlation with the SPEAK score. 
Method: Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient 
Test Statistics: r 
Decision rule: probability of sample r < 0.05 
6. The TOEFL score has no correlation with the TEACH score. 
Method: Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient 
Test Statistics: r 
Decision rule: probability of sample r < 0.05 
7. There is no difference in the mean scores on the SPEAK test for students 
whose last degree completed is a bachelor's and for students whose last 
degree completed is a master's. 
Method: t-test 
Test Statistics: t distribution 
Decision rule: probability of sample t < 0.05 
8. There is no difference in the mean scores on the TEACH test for students 
whose last degree completed is a bachelor's and for students whose last 
degree completed is a master's. 
Method: t-test 
Test Statistics: t distribution 
Decision rule: probability of sample t < 0.05 
9. There is no correlation between the number of months residing in the 
U.S.A. and the SPEAK score. 
Method: Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient 
Test Statistics: r 
Decision rule: probability of sample r < 0.05 
10. There is no correlation between the number of months residing in the 
U.S.A. and the TEACH score. 
Method: Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient 
Test Statistics: r 
Decision rule: probability of sample r < 0.05 
11. There is no difference in the mean scores on the SPEAK test regardless the 
number of hours that the students spend speaking English, whether they 
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spoke: (1) less than 2 hours per week; (2) a few hours several times a 
week; (3) 1 to 2 hours every day; (4) 3 to 7 hours every day; or (5) 8 or 
more hours every day. 
Method: one-way ANOVA 
Test Statistics: F ratio 
Decision rule: probability of sample F < 0.05 
12. There is no difference in the mean scores on the TEACH test regardless 
the number of hours that the students spend speaking English, whether 
they spoke: (1) less than 2 hours per week; (2) a few hours several times 
a week; (3) 1 to 2 hours every day; (4) 3 to 7 hours every day; or (5) 8 or 
more hours every day. 
Method: one-way ANOVA 
Test Statistics: F ratio 
Decision rule: probability of sample F < 0.05 
13. There is no difference in the mean scores on the SPEAK test for students 
with or without previous teaching experience. 
Method: t-test 
Test Statistics: t distribution 
Decision rule: probability of sample t < 0.05 
14. There is no difference in the mean scores on the TEACH test for students 
with or without previous teaching experience. 
Method: t-test 
Test Statistics: t distribution 
Decision rule: probability of sample t < 0.05 
Question two hypotheses: 
Are operational variables (pronunciation, fluency, cultural ability, 
communication skills, interaction skills, raters' overall impression, and 
student-questioners' overall impression) and SPEAK test form good 
predictors of success on the SPEAK and/or TEACH tests? 
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15. Pronunciation score has no correlation with the SPEAK score. 
Method: correlation p 
Test Statistics: r 
Decision rule: probability of sample t < 0.05 
16. Pronunciation score has no correlation with the TEACH score. 
Method: Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient 
Test Statistics: r 
Decision rule: probability of sample r < 0.05 
17. Fluency has no correlation with the SPEAK score. 
Method: Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient 
Test Statistics: r 
Decision rule: probability of sample r < 0.05 
18. Fluency has no correlation with the TEACH score. 
Method: Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient 
Test Statistics: r 
Decision rule: probability of sample r < 0.05 
19. Culture ability score has no correlation with the SPEAK score. 
Method: Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient 
Test Statistics: r 
Decision rule: probability of sample r < 0.05 
20. Culture ability score has no correlation with the TEACH score. 
Method: Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient 
Test Statistics: r 
Decision rule: probability of sample r < 0.05 
21. Communication skills score has no correlation with the SPEAK score. 
Method: Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient 
Test Statistics: r 
Decision rule: probability of sample r < 0.05 
22. Communication skills score has no correlation with the TEACH score. 
Method: Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient 
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Test Statistics: r 
Decision rule: probability of sample r < 0.05 
23. Interaction ability score has no correlation with the SPEAK score. 
Method: Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient 
Test Statistics: r 
Decision rule: probability of sample r < 0.05 
24. Interaction ability score has no correlation with the TEACH score. 
Method: Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient 
Test Statistics: r 
Decision rule: probability of sample r < 0.05 
25. Raters' overall impression score has no correlation with the 
TEACH score. 
Method: Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient 
Test Statistics: r 
Decision rule: probability of sample r < 0.05 
26. Raters' overall impression score has no correlation with student-
questioners' overall impression score. 
Method: Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient 
Test Statistics: r 
Decision rule: probability of sample r < 0.05 
27. Student-questioners' overall impression score has no correlation with the 
SPEAK score. 
Method: Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient 
Test Statistics: r 
Decision rule: probability of sample r < 0.05 
28. Student-questioners' overall impression score has no correlation with the 
TEACH score. 
Method: Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient 
Test Statistics: r 
Decision rule: probability of sample r < 0.05 
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29. There is no difference in the mean scores on the SPEAK test regardless the 
SPEAK test form used, whether it was: (1) form A, (2) form B, (3) form C, 
(4) form D, or (5) form interview form. 
Method: one-way ANOVA 
Test Statistics: F ratio 
Decision rule: probability of sample F < 0.05 
Question three hypotheses: 
If background and operational variables are combined, which 
combination(s) will significantly predict the success on the SPEAK and 
TEACH tests? 
30. The following variables: sex, first language, TOEFL score, last degree 
completed, number of months residing in the U.S., average amount of 
time speaking English, previous teaching experience, pronunciation, 
fluency, cultural ability, communication skills, interaction skills, raters' 
overall impression, student-questioners' overall impression, and SPEAK 
test form will not contribute to the prediction on the SPEAK score. 
Method: Stepwise multiple regression 
Test Statistics: F ratio 
Decision rule: probability of sample F < 0.05 
31. The following variables: sex, first language, TOEFL score, last degree 
completed, number of months residing in the U.S., average amount of 
time speaking English, previous teaching experience, pronunciation, 
fluency, cultural ability, communication skills, interaction skills, raters' 
overall impression, and student-questioners' overall impression will 
not contribute to the prediction on the TEACH score. 
Method: Stepwise multiple regression 
Test Statistics: F ratio 
Decision rule: probability of sample F < 0.05 
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SPEAK Rating Guide 
Score Pronunciation Fluency Comprehensibilitv 
0 
phonemic errors, 
foreign stress, and 
intonation are 
severe problems 
halting, 
fragmented 
flow 
unintelligible 
1 
frequent errors 
that cause 
occasional 
unintelligibilitv 
non-native 
pauses and flow 
interferes 
generally not 
comprehensible 
2 
consistent errors 
that don't 
interfere with 
intelligibility 
pauses don't 
interfere with 
intelligibility 
comprehensible 
despite errors 
3 
always intelligible 
despite occasional 
non-native errors 
smooth, effortless 
flow 
completely 
comprehensible 
Raters 
The raters for the SPEAK and TEACH tests make up a team of English-
as-a-second-language (ESL), speech, and linguistics instructors and graduate 
students in these areas. They have been trained by experts and usually go 
through a "brush-up" session one week before each testing. Their scores are 
also subject to inter-rater reliability verification, and they receive a score 
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comparison verification, in which they can contrast each of their own raw 
score with the average of all the raters' scores. Furthermore, whenever there 
is a significant difference in a set of ratings, the audio or the video tape is 
given to other raters to be evaluated once more. The SPEAK Rating Guide 
presented on the previous page is to be followed when evaluating students' 
speech sample for both SPEAK and TEACH. 
Data Analyses 
The data will be analyzed using the Statistical Package for Social Science 
(SPSS) (Nurosis, 1988), and utilizing the Iowa State Computation Center 
mainframe through the WYLBUR system. 
For the first step in the analysis of data, descriptive statistics will be 
obtained, including frequencies tables, percentages, means, and standard 
deviations. These statistics may be helpful in understanding the 
characteristics of the subjects in this study and in interpreting the results of 
statistical analyses. 
The second step will be employing inferential statistical methods in the 
analysis of each hypothesis. 
In order to investigate relationships between variables of interest, 
Pearson's product-moment correlation coefficients will be calculated to 
determine the nature of the associations. This correlational technique is 
computed when both variables are expressed as continuous scores (Borg & 
Gall, 1989, p. 576-577). Product-moment correlation is one of the most used 
bivariate correlational technique because the correlation coefficient r has a 
small standard error. Another advantage of the correlational method is that 
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it provides information concerning the strength of relationship between the 
variables being studied, that is, the correlation coefficient provides a measure 
of degree of relationships. Table 1 (Hinkle, 1988, p.118) provides a suggested 
interpretation of the size of different correlation coefficients. In the present 
study, since the relationships between variables were not hypothesized to be 
in either direction, two-tailed tests will be employed to test statistical 
significance of the correlations. Also a correlation matrix will be computed in 
which the subjects' scores on continuous numerical variables are correlated 
with each other. All of the correlation coefficients in the matrix are product-
moment rs. 
Table 1. Interpreting the size of a correlation coefficient 
Size of correlation Interpretation 
.90 to 1.00 (-.90 to -1.00) Very high positive (negative) correlation 
.70 to .90 (-.70 to -.90) High positive (negative) correlation 
.50 to .70 (-.50 to -.70) Moderate positive (negative) correlation 
.30 to .50 (-.30 to -.50) Low positive (negative) correlation 
.00 to .30 ( .00 to-.30) Little if any correlation 
Some hypotheses will be tested by using analysis of variance-one way 
(ANOVA), which is an inferential technique used to test for differences 
among the means of two or more groups (Jendrek, 1985, p.l62). The ANOVA 
technique compares the estimates of the population variance to determine 
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the probability that the difference between them is due to a sampling error. 
One of these estimates is obtained by computing the sum of squares for each 
of the samples separately and then combing these in order to obtain one 
population variance estimate (Elzey, 1985, p. 144). This is called "within-
groups" as it is obtained by estimating variances within the samples. The 
other estimate, "between-groups" is computed by obtaining the mean score of 
each of the samples and then calculating a variance estimate using these 
mean scores and the size of the samples in the computation. When rejecting 
the null hypothesis of no difference between the group means, the Scheffe 
method for making post hoc comparisons will be used in order to detect 
which group(s) will show significant differences (Borg and Gall, 1989, p. 553). 
To test the significance of differences between two observed 
independent sample means, t-tests will be employed. It compares sample 
means by calculating Student's t and tests the significance of the difference 
between the means (Tuckman, 1978, p. 257). A t-test determines the 
probability that the difference between the means is a real difference rather 
than a chance difference. 
Finally, for the two hypotheses related to the third research question, 
the data will be analyzed by employing stepwise multiple regression. Two 
stepwise multiple regression equations will be used in predicting scores on 
the criterion variables (SPEAK score and TEACH score) from scores on the 
predictor variables. In general, the aim is to select predictor variables that 
correlate highly with the criterion variable but have low correlations among 
themselves (Hinkle et al., 1988, p. 483). One point worth noting is the 
number of predictors. They should not be more than five or six, because 
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more than that will rarely produce a substantial increase in the multiple R, 
which indicates the proportion of the variance in the criterion variable that 
could be attributed to the variance in the combined predictor variables. 
CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS 
Introduction 
The purpose of this study was to identify a pool of discriminating 
variables to be used as predictors of success on the SPEAK and TEACH tests. 
Several variables were selected and divided into two sets and were studied. 
The first set, the background variables, were provided by the students when 
they register for the tests. The second set, called operational variables, were 
the diagnostic scores obtained on the SPEAK and TEACH tests. The goal was 
to set up a model of predictive variables and their relation to the SPEAK and 
TEACH tests. The data were randomly collected from four-hundred subjects 
and analyzed using the Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) (Nie et al., 
1981). Descriptive statistics were initially employed, and a summary will be 
presented. Then, inferential statistics were performed on the data provided 
by the sample used in this study, and the responses for each hypothesis will be 
revealed. 
Descriptive Analysis of the Subjects 
Table 2 shows that there were 400 subjects in this study, 308 (77%) 
males and 92 (23%) females. As for their country of origin, 160 (40.0%) came 
from India, 82 (20.5%) from Korea, and 158 (39.5%) came from the following 
Chinese speaking countries: People's Republic of China, Republic of China 
(Taiwan), and Hong Kong. 
The subjects were divided into three main language groups, according 
to their first language: 160 (40.0%) were Indo-European language speakers 
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(natives of India, speakers of Assamese, Bengali, Gurajati, Hindi, Kannada, 
Konkani, Malayalam, Marathi, Oriya, Punjabi, Sourashtra, Tamil, Telegu, and 
Urdu), 82 (20.5%) were Korean speakers and 158 (39.5%) were Chinese 
speakers. 
Table 2. Characteristics of subjects: sex, native country, first language 
N Percent 
Sex 
Male 308 77.0% 
Female 92 23.0% 
Native country 
India 160 40.0% 
Korea 82 20.5% 
Chinese sp/countries 158 39.5% 
First language 
Indo-European (from India) 160 40.0% 
Korean 82 20.5% 
Chinese 158 39.5% 
Table 3 shows descriptions of the subjects according to their last degree 
completed; 242 (60.5%) had completed a bachelor's degree, while 158 (39.5%) 
had completed a master's degree. Among all 400 subjects, 219 (54.8%) had hot 
had previous teaching experience, and 181 (45.2%) had done some teaching 
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Table 3. Characteristics of subjects: last degree completed, previous teaching 
N Percent 
Last degree 
Bachelor 242 60.5% 
Master 158 39.5% 
Has taught before? 
No 219 54.8% 
Yes 181 45.2% 
before taking the SPEAK and TEACH tests, either in the U.S. or back in their 
home countries. 
Table 4 shows the 400 subjects' distribution by the 37 represented 
departments. It is interesting to notice that 208 (52%) of the subjects belonged 
to the following six departments: 58 (14.5%) in Computer Science, 40 (10%) 
in Chemistry, 32 (8%) in Electrical Engineering & Computer Engineering, 31 
(7.7%) in Physics, 25 (6.3%) in Industrial & Manufacturing Systems 
Engineering, and 22 (5.5%) in Biochemistry & Biophysics. 
The subjects' ages ranged from 20 to 41 years and had a mean of 26.6. 
There was a total of 94 subjects aged 24.5, which was the mode of this 
distribution, as shown in table 5. As stated earlier, the age here refers to how 
old each subject was at the date of the SPEAK and TEACH tests. 
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Table 4. Distribution by department 
Department N Percent 
Aerospace Engineering & Engineering Mechanics 18 4.5% 
Agricultural Engineering 2 0.5% 
Animal Ecology 2 0.5% 
Animal Science 1 0.2% 
Anthropology 2 0.5% 
Architecture 8 2.0% 
Art & Design 3 0.7% 
Biochemistry & Biophysics 22 5.5% 
Business Administration 7 1.7% 
Chemical Engineering 1 0.2% 
Chemistry 40 10.0% 
Child Development 1 0.2% 
Civil & Construction Engineering 17 4.2% 
Community & Regional Planning 1 0.2% 
Computer Science 58 14.5% 
Economics 19 4.7% 
Electrical Engineering & Computer Engineering 32 8.0% 
English 7 1.7% 
Engineering Science & Mechanics 4 1.0% 
Food Science & Human Nutrition 1 0.2% 
Geological & Atmospheric Sciences 13 3.2% 
Hotel, Restaurant & Institution Management 1 0.2% 
Human Development & Family Studies 1 0.2% 
Industrial & Manufacturing Systems Engineering 25 6.3% 
Industrial Education & Technology 3 0.7% 
Journalism & Mass Communication 1 0.2% 
Materials Science & Engineering 2 0.5% 
Mathematics 15 3.7% 
Mechanical Engineering 11 2.7% 
Microbiology, hnmunology & Preventive Medicine 6 1.5% 
Molecular Cellular & Developmental Biology 3 0.7% 
Physics 31 7.7% 
Political Science 3 0.7% 
Professional Studies 1 0.2% 
Sociology 5 1.2% 
Statistics 21 5.2% 
Zoology & Genetics 12 3.0% 
Total 400 100.0% 
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Table 5. Age of the subjects 
N Ape One symbol equals approximately 2 occurrences 
8 20.0 **** 
72 21.5 ************************************ 
48 23.00 ************************ 
94 24.5 *********************************************** 
45 26.0 *********************** 
60 27.5 ****************************** 
22 29.0 *********** 
25 30.5 *************  
5 32.0 *  **  
11 33.5 ******  
5 35.0 *** 
2 36.5 * 
0 38.0 
2 39.5 * 
1 41.0 * 
Mean 25.56 Standard deviation 3.57 
Mode 24.00 Variance 12.75 
Minimum 20.00 
Maximum 41.00 Total cases 400.00 
Table 6 shows how many months the subjects were residing in the U.S. 
when they took the SPEAK and TEACH tests. A number of 130 (32.5%) had 
been in the country no more than 3 months, and 83 subjects (20.75%) had 
been in the U.S. from 4 to 7 months. As the number of months increases, the 
number of subjects decreases. 
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Table 6. Number of months in the U.S. 
Number of Number of One symbol equals approximately 
months subjects Percent 4 occurrences 
0 to 3 130 32.50% ********************************* 
4 to 7 83 20.75% ********************* 
8 to 11 30 7.50% ******** 
12 to 15 32 8.00% ******** 
16 to 18 20 5.00% ***** 
20 to 23 12 3.00% *** 
24 to 25 22 5.50% ****** 
28 to 30 11 2.75% *** 
32 1 0.25% 
36 to 38 10 2.50% *** 
40 to 42 10 2.50% *** 
45 to 47 3 0.75% * 
48 10 2.50% *** 
52 to 54 2 0.50% * 
56 to 59 3 0.75% * 
60 to 63 7 1.75% * * 
65 2 0.50% * 
69 to 71 2 0.50% * 
72 to 75 8 2.00% * * 
78 1 0.25% 
84 1 0.25% 
Total 400 100.00% 
Mean 14.35 Standard deviation 18.5 
Mode 0 Variance 343.43 
Minimum 0 
Maximum 84 Total cases 400 
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Table 7 shows how many hours the 400 subjects in this study spend 
speaking English. Only 20 (5%) subjects speak English less than 2 hours per 
week, and 142 (35.5%) speak English 8 or more hours per day. 
The SPEAK test comes in four different forms, plus the newly used 
interview type of test Table 8 shows the number of subjects who took each 
form. Forms D, B, and A were the ones mostly used, while form C had been 
used by only 50 subjects, and the new interview type of SPEAK test was given 
to just 47 subjects in this study. 
Table 7. Number of hours speaking English 
Number 
of hours 
Number Percent 
of subjects 
One symbol equals approximately 
4 occurrences 
less 2 hrs./week 20 5% 
2 hrs./week 76 19% 
1 to 2 hrs. / day 77 19.2% 
7to8hrs./day 85 21.2% 
8 hrs. or more/day 142 35.5% 
*****  
******************* 
******************* 
********************* 
************************************ 
Total cases: 400 100.0% 
Table 8. Form of the SPEAK test 
Form N Percent 
A 90 22.5% 
B 103 25.7% 
C 50 12.5% 
D 110 27.5% 
Interview 47 11.7% 
Total 400 100.0% 
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All subjects in this study had taken the TOEFL test sometime before 
taking the SPEAK and TEACH tests, even before being admitted to Iowa State 
University. Most international students take the TOEFL test as an admission 
requirement. Table 9 shows that the mean score was 589.5, and that the scores 
ranged from 492 to 677. The mode was 573. 
Table 9. TOEFL 
N Midpoint One symbol equals approximately 1 occurrence 
1 495 * 
6 504 ****** 
4 513 **** 
13 522 ************* 
11 531 *********** 
24 540 ************************ 
35 549 *********************************** 
20 558 ******************** 
34 567 ********************************** 
41 576 ***************************************** 
24 585 ************************ 
32 594 ******************************** 
18 603 ****************** 
16 612 **************** 
26 621 ************************** 
19 630 ******************* 
23 639 *********************** 
18 648 ****************** 
14 657 ************** 
17 666 ***************** 
4 675 **** 
Mean 589.5 
Mode 573 
Minimum 492 
Maximum 677 
Standard deviation 42.3 
Variance 1789.0 
Total cases 400.00 
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Table 10 shows the second set of variables, the operational variables, 
which are the diagnostic scores obtained on the SPEAK and TEACH tests. 
They are the following continuous variables: pronunciation, fluency, 
cultural ability, communication skills, interaction skills, raters' overall 
impression, and student-questioners' overall impression. The table presents 
their means, standard deviations, variances, minimum, and maximum 
values. 
Table 10. Mean, minimum, and maximum values of operational variables 
Variable Mean Minimum Maximum 
SPEAK score 217.9 100.0 300.0 
TEACH score 21.34 8.0 30.0 
Pronunciation score 20.43 9.0 30.0 
Fluency score 21.47 7.0 30.0 
Cultural ability score 22.93 8.0 30.0 
Communication skills score 22.47 6.0 30.0 
Interaction skills score 22.54 8.0 30.0 
Raters' overall impression 5.78 1.3 8.5 
Students' overall impression 5.82 1.0 9.0 
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Hypotheses 
Question One Hypotheses: 
Are background variables (sex, first language, TOEFL score, last degree 
completed, number of months residing in the U.S., average hours per week 
speaking English, and previous teaching experience) good predictors of 
success on the SPEAK and TEACH tests? 
1. There is no difference in the mean scores on the SPEAK test for males and 
females. 
The probability of the test statistic it value) was compared to the critical 
value of .05. Because t = .06 has the probability of .949, the null hypothesis of 
no difference is not rejected. 
2. There is no difference in the mean scores on the TEACH test for males and 
females. 
The probability of the test statistic it value) was compared to the critical 
value of .05. Because t = -1.56 has the probability .119, the null hypothesis of 
no difference is not rejected. 
3. There is no difference in the mean scores on the SPEAK test for students in 
each language group: Indo-European languages (students from India), 
Korean speakers, and Chinese speakers. 
Since the observed value of the F ratio = 177.7975 exceeded the 
probability of .000, the null hypothesis of no difference for the three language 
groups is rejected. The probability that the observed difference among the 
sample means would have occurred by chance, if in fact the null hypothesis 
were true, is less than .05. 
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In order to determine which group(s) differ, multiple comparison 
procedures were computed. The scheffe method was used, and results 
revealed that the group of Indo-European language speakers (subjects from 
India) had higher scores, which were significantly different from the others at 
the .05 level. 
4. There is no difference in the mean scores on the TEACH test for students 
in each language group: Indo-European languages (students from India), 
Korean speakers, and Chinese speakers. 
Since the observed value of the F ratio = 44.0852 exceeded the 
probability of .000, the null hypothesis of no difference for the three language 
groups is rejected. The probability that the observed difference among the 
sample means would have occurred by chance, if in fact the null hypothesis 
were true, is less than .05. 
In order to determine which group(s) differ, multiple comparison 
procedures were computed. The scheffe method was used, and results 
revealed that the group of Indo-European language speakers (subjects from 
India) had higher scores, which were significantly different from the others at 
the .05 level. 
5. The TOEFL score has no correlation with the SPEAK score. 
The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was found to be 
.66, on a significant level of .01, which is a moderate positive correlation. The 
null hypothesis of no correlation was rejected. 
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The coefficient of determination of .44 indicates that 44 percent of the 
variance in the TOEFL score can be associated with the variance in the SPEAK 
score. 
6. The TOEFL score has no correlation with the TEACH score. 
The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was found to be 
.45, on a significant level of .01, which is a low positive correlation. The null 
hypothesis of no correlation was rejected. 
The coefficient of determination of .20 indicates that 20 percent of the 
variance in the TOEFL score can be associated with the variance in the 
TEACH score. 
7. There is no difference in the mean scores on the SPEAK test for students 
whose last degree completed is a bachelor's and for students whose last 
degree completed is a master's. 
The probability of the test statistic (t value) was compared to the critical 
value of .05. Because t = 4.43 has the probability .000, the null hypothesis of 
no difference is rejected. 
Results showed that subjects having completed a bachelor's degree had 
SPEAK, scores higher than subjects who completed a master's. A further 
investigation was performed to see if these differences are reflecting first 
language, and in fact a great difference can be seen in figure 1, which 
illustrates SPEAK scores by language with degree factor. 
The means for SPEAK test scores and number of subjects are also 
relevant. They show that 120 Indo-European language speakers had a 
bachelor's degree, and their mean was 257, whereas there were 40 Indo-
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I 
Bachelor's Master's 
Ind. Kor. Chin. 
Bachelor's Number 
Mean 
120 
257 
31 
191 
91 
197 
Master's Number 
Mean 
40 
252 
50 
188 
68 
192 
Figure 1. Layout of SPEAK scores means by degree with language 
European speakers who had a master's and their mean was 252. T-tests were 
done for each language group, and results indicated that the differences for 
the observed SPEAK scores were not statistically significant. 
8. There is no difference in the mean scores on the TEACH test for students 
whose last degree completed is a bachelor's and for students whose last 
degree completed is a master's. 
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The probability of the test statistic it value) was compared to the critical 
value of .05. Because t = 2.89 has the probability .004, the null hypothesis of 
no difference is rejected. 
Results showed that subjects having completed a bachelor's degree had 
TEACH scores higher than subjects who completed a master's. A further 
investigation was performed to see if these differences are reflecting first 
language, and in fact a great difference can be seen in figure 2, which shows 
TEACH scores by language with degree factor. 
The means for TEACH test scores and number of subjects are also 
relevant, as in the previous hypothesis. There were 120 Indo-European 
speakers with a bachelor's degree and their mean was 23.33, whereas there 
were 40 Indo-Europe^ language speakers with a master's and their mean 
was 23.45. The Korean and Chinese had almost identical mean scores for the 
other four subgroups, as the figure on next page illustrates. T-tests were done 
for each language group, and results indicated that the differences for the 
observed TEACH scores were not statistically significant. 
9. There is no correlation between the number of months residing in the 
U.S. and the SPEAK score. 
The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was found to be 
-.01, which is very little and not a significant correlation. The null hypothesis 
of no correlation was not rejected. 
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Mean 23.33 20.23 20.28 
Master's Number 40 50 68 
Mean 24.45 19.56 19.79 
Figure 2. Layout of TEACH scores means by degree with language 
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10. There is no correlation between the number of months residing in the 
U.S. and the TEACH score. 
The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was found to be 
.11, on a significant level of .05, which is a small positive correlation. The 
null hypothesis of no correlation was rejected. 
11. There is no difference in the mean scores on the SPEAK test regardless the 
number of hours that the students spend speaking English, whether they 
spoke: (1) less than 2 hours per week; (2) a few hours several times a 
week; (3) 1 to 2 hours every day; (4) 3 to 7 hours every day; or (5) 8 or 
more hours every day. 
Since the observed value of the F ratio = 39.9158 exceeded the 
probability of .000, the null hypothesis of no difference for the five groups was 
rejected, The probability that the observed difference among the sample 
means would have occurred by chance, if in fact the null hypothesis were 
true, is less than .05. 
In order to determine which group(s) differ, multiple comparison 
procedures were computed. The scheffe method was used, and results 
revealed that the group 4 had higher SPEAK scores than groups 2 and 3; and 
that group 5 had higher SPEAK scores than all the others, which were 
significantly different at the .05 level. 
12. There is no difference in the mean scores on the TEACH test regardless 
the number of hours that the students spend speaking English, whether 
they spoke: (1) less than 2 hours per week; (2) a few hours several times 
a week; (3) 1 to 2 hours every day; (4) 3 to 7 hours every day; or (5) 8 or 
more hours every day. 
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Since the observed value of the F ratio = 16.2708 exceeded the 
probability of .000, the null hypothesis of no difference for the five groups was 
rejected. The probability that the observed difference among the sample 
means would have occurred by chance, if in fact the null hypothesis were 
true, is less than .05. 
In order to determine which group(s) differ, multiple comparison 
procedures were computed. The scheffe method was used, and results 
revealed that the group 4 had higher TEACH scores than group 3; and that 
group 5 had higher TEACH scores than groups 2 and 3, which were 
significantly different at the .05 level. 
13. There is no difference in the mean scores on the SPEAK test for students 
with or without previous teaching experience. 
The probability of the test statistic it value) was compared to the critical 
value of .05. Because t = 2.95 has the probability .003, the null hypothesis of 
no difference is rejected. 
Results showed that subjects with no previous teaching experience had 
SPEAK scores higher than subjects that had. A further investigation was 
performed to see if these differences are reflecting first language, and in fact a 
great difference can be seen in figure 3 that shows SPEAK scores by language 
with teaching experience factor. 
The means for SPEAK test scores and number of subjects are also 
relevant. They show that 107 Indo-European language speakers had no 
previous teaching experience and their mean was 257, whereas there were 53 
Indo-European speakers who had previous teaching experience and their 
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mean was 255. It is interesting to note that the means for both Chinese and 
Korean with previous teaching experience is virtually the same, 192.47 and 
192.33 respectively. T-tests were done for each language group, and results 
indicated that the differences for the observed SPEAK scores were not 
statistically significant. 
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Without teaching With teaching 
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Without Number 107 38 74 
teaching SPEAK mean 257 185 197 
With Number 53 43 85 
teaching SPEAK mean 255 192 193 
Figure 3. Layout of SPEAK scores means by teaching with language 
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14. There is no difference in the mean scores on the TEACH test for students 
with or without previous teaching experience. 
The probability of the test statistic it value) was compared to the critical 
value of .05. Because t = 1.44 has the probability .151, the null hypothesis of 
no difference is rejected. 
Results showed that subjects with no previous teaching experience had 
TEACH scores higher than subjects who had taught before. A further 
investigation was performed to see if these differences are reflecting first 
language, and in fact a great difference can be seen in figure 4, which 
illustrates TEACH scores by language with teaching experience factor. 
The means for TEACH test scores and number of subjects are also 
relevant. They show that 107 Indo-European language speakers had no 
previous teaching experience and their mean was 23.20, whereas there were 
53 Indo-European speakers who had previous teaching experience and their 
mean was 23.70. It is interesting to note that the means for both Korean and 
Chinese without and with previous teaching experience is virtually the same, 
19.24,20.33,20.47, and 19.72 respectively. 
Question Two Hypotheses: 
Are operational variables (pronunciation, fluency, cultural ability, 
communication skills, interaction skills, raters' overall impression, and 
student-questioners' overall impression) and SPEAK test form good 
predictors of success on the SPEAK and/or TEACH tests? 
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Ind 
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Kor / Chin 
Without teaching With teaching 
Ind. Kor. Chin. 
Without Number 107 38 74 
teaching TEACH mean 23.20 19.24 20.47 
With Number 53 43 85 
teaching TEACH mean 23.70 20.33 19.72 
Figure 4. Layout of TEACH scores means by teaching with language 
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15. Pronunciation score has no correlation with the SPEAK score. 
The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was found to be 
.92, on a significant level of .01, which is a very high positive correlation. The 
null hypothesis of no correlation was rejected. 
The coefficient of determination of .85 indicates that 85 percent of the 
variance in the pronunciation score can be associated with the variance in the 
SPEAK score. 
16. Pronunciation score has no correlation with the TEACH score. 
The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was found to be 
.66, on a significant level of .01, which is a moderate positive correlation. The 
null hypothesis of no correlation was rejected. 
The coefficient of determination of .43 indicates that 43 percent of the 
variance in the pronunciation score can be associated with the variance in the 
TEACH score. 
17. Fluency has no correlation with the SPEAK score. 
The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was found to be 
.89, on a significant level of .01, which is a high positive correlation. The null 
hypothesis of no correlation was rejected. 
The coefficient of determination of .79 indicates that 79 percent of the 
variance in the fluency score can be associated with the variance in the 
SPEAK score. 
18. Fluency has no correlation with the TEACH score. 
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The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was found to be 
.65, on a significant level of .01, which is a moderate positive correlation. The 
null hypothesis of no correlation was rejected. 
The coefficient of determination of .42 indicates that 42 percent of the 
variance in the fluency score can be associated with the variance in the 
TEACH score. 
19. Culture ability score has no correlation with the SPEAK score. 
The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was found to be 
.44, on a significant level of .01, which is a low positive correlation. The null 
hypothesis of no correlation was rejected. 
The coefficient of determination of .19 indicates that 19 percent of the 
variance in the culture ability score can be associated with the variance in the 
SPEAK score. 
20. Culture ability score has no correlation with the TEACH score. 
The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was found to be 
.67, on a significant level of .01, which is a moderate positive correlation. The 
null hypothesis of no correlation was rejected. 
The coefficient of determination of .45 indicates that 45 percent of the 
variance in the culture ability score score can be associated with the variance 
in the TEACH score. 
21. Communication skills score has no correlation with the SPEAK score. 
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The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was found to be 
.49, on a significant level of .01, which is a low positive correlation. The null 
hypothesis of no correlation was rejected. 
The coefficient of determination of .24 indicates that 24 percent of the 
variance in the communication skills score can be associated with the 
variance in the SPEAK score. 
22. Communication skills score has no correlation with the TEACH score. 
The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was found to be 
.66, on a significant level of .01, which is a moderate positive correlation. The 
null hypothesis of no correlation was rejected. 
The coefficient of determination of .43 indicates that 43 percent of the 
variance in the communication skills score can be associated with the 
variance in the TEACH score, 
23. Interaction ability score has no correlation with the SPEAK score. 
The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was found to be 
.53, on a significant level of .01, which is a moderate positive correlation. The 
null hypothesis of no correlation was rejected. 
The coefficient of determination of .28 indicates that 28 percent of the 
variance in the interaction ability score can be associated with the variance in 
the SPEAK score. 
24. Interaction ability score has no correlation with the TEACH score. 
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The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was found to be 
.68, on a significant level of .01, which is a moderate positive correlation. The 
null hypothesis of no correlation was rejected. 
The coefficient of determination of .46 indicates that 46 percent of the 
variance in the interaction ability score can be associated with the variance in 
the TEACH score. 
25. Raters' overall impression score has no correlation with the TEACH 
score. 
The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was found to be 
.79, on a significant level of .01, which is a high positive correlation. The null 
hypothesis of no correlation was rejected. 
The coefficient of determination of .63 indicates that 62 percent of the 
variance in the raters' overall impression score can be associated with the 
variance in the TEACH score. 
26. Raters' overall impression score has no correlation with student-
questioners' overall impression score. 
The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was found to be 
.70, on a significant level of .01, which is a high positive correlation. The null 
hypothesis of no correlation was rejected. 
The coefficient of determination of .49 indicates that 49 percent of the 
variance in the raters' overall impression score can be associated with the 
variance in the questioners' overall impression score. 
27. Student-questioners' overall impression score has no correlation with the 
SPEAK score. 
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The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was found to be 
.57, on a significant level of .01, which is a moderate positive correlation. The 
null hypothesis of no correlation was rejected. 
The coefficient of determination of .32 indicates that 32 percent of the 
variance in the student-questioners' overall impression score can be 
associated with the variance in the SPEAK score. 
28. Student-questioners' overall impression score has no correlation with the 
TEACH score. 
The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was found to be 
.65, on a significant level of .01, which is a moderate positive correlation. The 
null hypothesis of no correlation was rejected. 
The coefficient of determination of .43 indicates that 43 percent of the 
variance in the student-questioners' overall impression score can be 
associated with the variance in the TEACH score. 
29. There is no difference in the mean scores on the SPEAK test regardless the 
SPEAK test form used, whether it was: (1) form A, (2) form B, (3) form C, 
(4) form D, or (5) form interview form. 
Since the observed value of the F ratio = 9.9011 exceeded the probability 
of .000, the null hypothesis of no difference for the five groups was rejected. 
The probability that the observed difference among the sample means would 
have occurred by chance, if in fact the null hypothesis were true, is less than 
.05. 
In order to determine which group(s) differ, multiple comparison 
procedures were computed. The scheffe method was used, and results 
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revealed that the group 5, the interview form, had SPEAK scores higher than 
all the other groups, which were significantly different at the .05 level. 
A further analysis of the data was performed to see if these differences are 
reflecting first language, and correlations between SPEAK and TEACH scores 
were found for sub-divided groups of subjects (SPSS commands SPLIT FILE 
and SORT FILE), and frequencies and means were also investigated for the 
same subsets of subjects. Correlation coefficients indicated that Chinese 
speakers had highly significant correlations between SPEAK and TEACH 
scores regardless the SPEAK form that was used, but the number of Chinese 
speakers who took the interview was 0 (zero). Form D was the one that had 
the best correlation coefficients, as can be seen on table 11. 
Table 11. SPEAK TEACH correlation coefficients for language with form 
SPEAK Language Groups 
Form Indo-European Korean Chinese 
A .74" .62" .54" 
B .29 .64' .71" 
C .42 .39 .81" 
D .54" .67*» .60" 
Interview .57" J5 
* Level of significance .05 
" Level of significance .01 
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Another inspection of the data indicates that subjects from India tend 
to have higher scores than both Korean and Chinese speakers. Table 12 has 
means and number of subjects. It shows that forms D and B, followed by A 
were the mostly used ones, with 110 (27.50%), 103 (25.75%), and 90 (22.50%) 
subjects, respectively, with a total of 303 (75.75%). Form C was represented by 
50 (12.50%) and the interview form by 47 (11.75%) only. 
Table 12. SPEAK scores by SPEAK form and language 
SPEAK 
Form 
Language groups 
Indo-European Korean Chinese 
A n 29 21 40 (N=90) 
X. 258.97 186.67 197.25 
B n 31 14 58 (N=103) 
X. 255.81 190.71 192.40 
C n 22 14 14 (N=50) 
X. 262.27 191.43 185.00 
D n 36 27 47 (N=110) 
X. 244.27 186.30 197.23 
Interview n 42 5 0 (N=47) 
X. 260.24 202.00 
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Based on table 12, figure 5 was created to show a layout of SPEAK scores 
means by SPEAK test form with language factor. It clearly shows much 
higher SPEAK scores obtained by Indo-European language speakers in all 
forms. It also seems to indicate that Chinese speakers did better with forms A 
and D, but Korean speakers had their lowest scores with those same forms (A 
and D). Scores on the interview were the highest, but there were only five 
Korean subjects and no Chinese who took the interview. 
Ind. 
Chin, 
Kor. 
Ind 
Phin 
Chin./Kor. 
Kor. 
B D Interview 
Figure 5. Layout of SPEAK scores means by form with language 
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Question three hypotheses: 
If background and operational variables are combined, which 
combination(s) will significantly predict the success on the SPEAK and 
TEACH tests? 
30. The following variables: sex, first language, TOEFL score, last degree 
completed, number of months residing in the U.S., average amount of 
time speaking English, previous teaching experience, pronunciation, 
fluency, cultural ability, communication skills, interaction skills, raters' 
overall impression, student-questioners' overall impression, and SPEAK 
test form will not contribute to the prediction on the SPEAK score. 
The following four variables were included in the equation derived 
from the stepwise multiple regression statistics: pronunciation, fluency, 
raters' overall impression, and first language. 
Y = 5.534451 Xi + 2.623433 Xi + .289149 Xs + .738917 X4 + 28.679377 
where, Y is the predicted SPEAK score 
Xi is the pronunciation score 
X2 is the fluency score 
X3 is the raters' overall impression 
X4 is the first language of the subject 
(The constant is the value 28.679377.) 
Table 13 refers to the variables included in the equation for SPEAK. 
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Table 13. Summary table for SPEAK 
Variables Mult.R F value Correlation 
pronunciation .9232 2295.718 .9232 
fluency .9407 1525.328 .8871 
raters' impression .9433 1065.545 .5581 
first language .9449 822.347 .6806 
31. The following variables: sex, first language, TOEFL score, last degree 
completed, number of months residing in the U.S., average amount of 
time speaking English, previous teaching experience, pronunciation, 
fluency, cultural ability, communication skills, interaction skills, raters' 
overall impression, and student-questioners' overall impression will not 
contribute to the prediction on the TEACH score. 
The following four variables were included in the equation derived 
from the stepwise multiple regression statistics: raters' overall impression, 
pronunciation, cultural ability score, and fluency. 
Y = .139565 Xi + .197649 Xz + .132944 X3 + .100618 X4 + 4.025498 
where, Y is the predicted TEACH score 
Xi is the raters' overall impression 
X2 is the pronunciation score 
X3 is the cultural ability score 
X4 is the fluency score 
(The constant is the value 4.025498.) 
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Table 14 refers to the variables included in the equation for TEACH. 
Table 14. Summary table for TEACH 
Variables MuIt.R F value Correlation 
raters' impression .7899 660.204 .7899 
pronunciation .8432 488.365 .6566 
culture .8467 334.366 .6678 
fluency ^8491 255.202 .6470 
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CHAPTER V. DISCUSSION 
Summary of Findings and Discussion 
Thirty-one null hypotheses were tested in Chapter IV, and Table 15 
summarizes their results. Only three null hypotheses were not rejected 
(numbers 1, 2, and 9) : 
1. There is no difference in the mean scores on the SPEAK test for males 
and females. 
2. There is no difference in the mean scores on the TEACH test for males 
and females. 
9. There is no correlation between the number of months residing in the 
U.S. and the SPEAK score. 
This study revealed that SPEAK and TEACH scores were not 
significantly different for males and females. One way of interpreting this 
result is to suggest that neither test favors men or women. 
The correlation between number of months residing in the U.S. and 
the SPEAK score was not statistically significant to reject the null hypothesis. 
Table 6, on page 72 in chapter IV shows the shape of the distribution, and that 
213 (53.25%) of the subjects had been in the U.S. for only seven months or 
less. Some of them had been in this country for only a few days, but when 
they write on the registration form fourteen or fewer days, this number is 
rounded down to 0 (zero), whereas when they write from sixteen to thirty 
days, this number goes up to one month. 
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Table 15. A summary of the null hypotheses tested 
Null Computed Research 
hypotheses No. probability decisions 
1 Not significant Failed to reject 
2 Not significant Failed to reject 
3 Significant Rejected 
4 Significant Rejected 
5 Significant Rejected 
6 Significant Rejected 
7 Significant Rejected 
8 Significant Rejected 
9 Not significant Failed to reject 
10 Significant Rejected 
11 Significant Rejected 
12 Significant Rejected 
13 Significant Rejected 
14 Significant Rejected 
15 Significant Rejected 
16 Significant Rejected 
17 Significant Rejected 
18 Significant Rejected 
19 Significant Rejected 
20 Significant Rejected 
21 Significant Rejected 
22 Significant Rejected 
23 Significant Rejected 
24 Significant Rejected 
25 Significant Rejected 
26 Significant Rejected 
27 Significant Rejected 
28 Significant Rejected 
29 Significant Rejected 
30 Significant Rejected 
31 Significant Rejected 
1 0 0  
This distribution also reflects the fact that most students take the tests 
as soon as they arrive in the U.S. Only 90 (24.25%) of the subjects took the 
tests after being in the U.S. for two years or more, and only 36 (9.00%) had 
been living here for four years or more. On the other hand, the null 
hypothesis of no correlation between the number of months residing in the 
U.S. and the TEACH score was rejected. This may imply, in contrast with the 
previous hypothesis (correlation with SPEAK) that students, the longer they 
live in the U.S. they increase their chance of getting higher scores on TEACH, 
perhaps due to just attending classes, or being immersed in the American 
culture. The same does not seem to happen in relation with the SPEAK, 
which is a measure of speaking ability, because the students are probably not 
engaged in improving their oral English skills. 
Looking at the correlation coefficients of the variable number of 
months in the U.S., it did not correlate with SPEAK, pronunciation, and 
fluency. It had very little positive correlation with culture, communication, 
interaction, raters' overall, and students' overall. With TOEFL the 
correlation was very little negative of -.25. 
There were eighteen correlational null hypotheses (numbers 5, 6, 9,10, 
15,16,17,18,19, 20,21,22, 23, 24,25, 26,27, and 28). To summarize the 
correlation coefficients of the variables included in those hypotheses. Table 16 
will be of particular interest. 
It is interesting to notice that TOEFL had positive correlations with all 
variables, except number of months in the U.S., which can be easily explained 
by the fact that the subjects might have taken the TOEFL even before being 
admitted to the university, so these two variables were possibly not expected 
Table 16. Correlation Coefficients 
(2-tailed) 
SPEAK Pron Flu TEACH Cult Comm Interc Rov Sov 
SPEAK 
Pron .9232»* 
Flu .8871»» .8616»» 
TEACH .6762»» .6566»» .6470»» 
Cult .4381»» .3983»» .4132»» .6678»» 
Coram .4890»» .4429»» .4697»» .6590»» .7017»» 
Interc .5333»» .4817»» .5005»» .6758»» .7574»» .6646»» 
Rov .5581»» .5098»» .5183»» .7899»» .7862»» .7801»» .8324»» 
Sov .5680»» .5602»» .5463»» .6521»» .5790»» .6162»» .6597»» .7000»» 
Months -.0092 .0117 -.0182 .1074» .1534»» .1493»» .1606»» .2105»» .1407»» 
TOEFL .6642»» .6457»» .6811»» .4473»» .2486»» .3174»» .3516»» .3420»» .4014»» 
Months TOEFL 
• Significant level .05 
** Significant level .01 
1 0 2  
to be correlated. There were three variables that correlated well with TOEFL, 
which were: SPEAK score (.66), pronunciation (.65), and fluency (.68). It still 
had lower correlations with TEACH score (.45), student-questioners' score 
(.40), raters' overall score (.34), interaction score (.35), communication score 
(.32), perhaps because TOEFL does not measure body language and non-verbal 
ways of communicating. The same happened to the correlation between 
TOEFL and culture (.25), which suggests that TOEFL does not measure culture 
either, except for just a little bit. 
Variables with Predictive Power and Implications 
Having found variables with predictive power in the answers to both 
hypotheses generated by the third research question was the ultimate goal of 
this study. Table 17 presents a summary of these variables for comparative 
purposes. 
The SPEAK score can be predicted by four variables: pronunciation, 
fluency, raters' overall impression, and first language. Agreeing with most of 
the literature review, pronunciation has the highest correlation with SPEAK 
and predictive power, as revealed by the present study. This implies giving 
much more importance to pronunciation, either when measuring it, or when 
teaching it in courses for international teaching assistants (but not limited to), 
which is a major concern in the present study. 
The TEACH score can be predicted by four variables: raters' overall 
impression, pronunciation, culture, and fluency. 
Eight plots, on pages 104 through 111, will show the following pairs of 
variables: 
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Table 17. Variables with predictive power 
SPEAK TEACH 
Pronunciation 
Fluency 
Raters' Overall Impression 
First Language 
Raters' Overall Impression 
Pronunciation 
Culture 
Fluency 
Figure 6 shows SPEAK with TEACH r = .67, which is a moderate 
positive correlation that exists between the two dependent variables in the 
present study. Figure 7 shows SPEAK with pronunciation r = .92, which is a 
very high positive correlation, and this is an agreement with several 
validation studies related to oral language language proficiency that were 
included in the literature review. This one was the highest correlation 
coefficient found in this study, and pronunciation was the best predictor of 
SPEAK. Figure 8 shows fluency with SPEAK, the second best predictor in the 
equation model, with r = .89. This is also an agreement with studies cited in 
the review of the literature, which correlated fluency to oral proficiency. 
Figure 9 shows raters' overall impression with SPEAK, the third best 
predictor, with r = .56. Figure 10 shows raters' overall impression with 
TEACH, the best predictor, with r = .79. Figure 11 shows pronunciation with 
TEACH, the second best predictor, with r = .66. Figure 12 shows culture with 
TEACH, the third best predictor, with r = .67. This result emphasizes the 
importance of knowing the culture of the American classroom for the 
international teaching assistants. Figure 13 shows fluency with TEACH, the 
fourth predictor, with r = .65. In the same manner with SPEAK, fluency is a 
very important component of language. 
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Recommendations for Research and Practice 
More research should be done in the areas of pronunciation and 
fluency, in relation to general oral language proficiency and in relation to the 
specific language used in American classrooms. More research should also be 
directed to the study of first language interference on general speaking ability, 
again in agreement with some of the cited literature, by conducting 
comparative case studies in order to detect ways of improving second 
language learning. 
Specifically related to the American classroom, more research should 
be conducted in the areas of its unique culture, and from such studies 
summaries or guidelines should be created to offer newcomers ways of 
becoming familiar with that new culture. More and more researchers realize 
that language is not culture-free, specially the one of the classroom. For 
example, during the TEACH test, student-questioners may ask the examinee 
"Do you grade on the curve?", "What are your office hours?", or "Do you 
give open-book examinations?" These are questions that people will not hear 
outside the classroom, in other words, typical expressions that the 
international teaching assistant will become familiar in order to succeed in 
the mission of teaching. 
The variable raters' overall impression, which is a score assigned on a 
Likert scale (ranging from 1 to 9), revealed itself to be a predictor to both 
SPEAK and TEACH, being variable number one on the prediction for 
TEACH. This researcher recommends further study, perhaps of qualitative 
nature, in order to investigate the raters' perspectives on issues of what 
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makes the ideal speaker, both in a general discourse, and in a classroom 
discourse. 
As a recommendation for practice, the finding about the predictive 
power of the variable raters' overall impression will be suggested to be given 
more consideration when making a decision related to borderline students. 
Perhaps writing down each rater's score on the front of the card that contains 
a summary of the scores for SPEAK and TEACH is another recommendation. 
Since the variable number of months in the U.S. did not correlate well 
with any other, and had only a very small negative correlation with SPEAK, 
fluency, and TOEFL, it is suggested that it be eliminated from the registration 
form. Another idea is to keep the right number of days that the students 
declare, and do not round down or up to the nearest month (either zero or 
one). 
One alternative to replace the use of international graduate students as 
classroom instructors is to allow American gifted undergraduate students to 
be teaching assistants in their own field of study. Another suggestion is to let 
some experimental courses be taught in Chinese or Korean languages in case 
the number of students who speak that language is enough to form a special 
class. 
As a final reconunendation this researcher suggests that this study be 
replicated at other campuses, perhaps with a higher number of subjects, and 
controlling for fields of study, for example, mathematics, physics, and 
chemistry. As the literature in chapter 11 revealed, these are the areas that 
mostly have been employing international teaching assistants. 
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APPENDIX B. INTERNATIONAL STUDENTS 
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FALL TERM ENROLLMENT DATA BY COLLEGE 
1973 -
AG AE BUS® DSGN EDUC ENGR FCS++ LAS @@ VM GRAD TOTAL 
1973 2,820 119 * * 886 2,739 2,796 7,073 341 2,493 19,267 
1974 2,956 102 * * 1,236 2,911 2,676 7,086 366 2,581 19,914 
1975 3,154 128 m $ 1,315 3,301 2,691 7,245 381 2,990 21,205 
1976 3,271 138 « * 1,317 3,709 2,557 7,179 397 3,263 21,831 
1977 3,623 147 $ « 1,288 4,134 2,613 7,267 426 3,305 22,803 
1978 3,207 # 165 • 1,839 1,206 3,834 # 1,728 # 7,310 457 3,306 23,052 
1979 3,237 153 m 1,911 1,196 4,023 1,534 7,609 481 3,342 23,486 
1980 3,126 154 * 2,000 1,212 4,424 1,442 7,977 473 3,460 24,268 
1981 2,948 160 « 1,897 1,151 4,664 1,330 8,169 482 3,401 24,202 
1982 2,795 152 * 1,785 1,118 5,016 1,303 8.699 474 3,564 24,906 
1983 2,695 137 « 1,756 1,203 5,076 1,305 9,567 470 3,811 26,020 
1984 2,461 128 1,857 + 1,797 1,317 5,157 1,411 8,097 + 470 3,626 26,321 
1985 2,287 115 1,630 1,792 1,466 4,972 1,439 8,629 465 3,734 26,529 
1986 2,127 84 1,685 1,796 1,644 4,923 1,476 8,361 463 3,872 26,431 
1987 1,895 69 1,790 1,765 1,762 4,774 1,411 7,848 428 3,965 25,707 
1988 1,959 * 1,747 1,920 1,812 4,555 1,383 7,710 376 3,986 25,448 
1989 1,986 • 1,683 2,050 1,862 4,315 1,390 7,784 342 4,077 25,489 
1990 2,065 * 1,530 2,056 1,855 4,259 1,347 7,763 313 4,151 25,339 
1991 2,170 * 3,119 2,031 1,831 4,106 1,263 6,019 * 316 4,395 25,250 
1992 2,282 * 2,781 1,990 1,736 4,289 1,265 6,075 339 4,506 25,263 
1993 2,487 « 2,638 1,875 1,686 4,351 1,191 6,034 367 4,483 25,112 
^Education College established 1968, Design College established 1978, Business Administration College established 1984, 
Agricultural Engineering included in the College of Engineering. 
#The College of Design was established by combining curricula from the Colleges of Agriculture, Engineering, 
and Home Economics (Family & Consumer Sciences). 
+The College of Business Administration was established from the School of Business Administration in the College of 
Sciences & Humanités (Liberal Arts & Sciences). 
-H-The College of Family and Consumer Sciences was the College of Home Economics previous to July 1,1987. 
@The College of Business was the College of Business Administration previous to Fall Semester 1991. 
@@The College of Liberal Arts & Sciences was the College of Sciences & Humanities previous to Fall Semester 1990. 
**Pre-Business students moved from the College of Liberal Arts & Sciences to the College of Business, 
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NONRESIDENT ALIENS BY COUNTRY 
Fall 1993 
Underoraduate 
Male Female 
Graduates 
Male Female Total 
Algeria 0 0 1 0 1 
Argentha 2 0 4 0 6 
Armenia 0 1 1 0 2 
AustraJia 2 0 1 1 4 
The Bahamas 1 0 0 0 1 
Bangladesh 4 0 8 2 14 
Barbados 0 0 2 0 2 
Belgium 0 1 1 0 2 
Benin 0 0 2 0 2 
Bhutan 0 0 1 0 1 
Bolivia 1 0 1 1 3 
Botswana 1 1 1 0 3 
Brazil 5 3 10 3 21 
Burkino Faso 0 1 1 0 2 
Bulgaria 1 0 1 2 4 
Cameroon 0 0 1 1 2 
Canada 5 3 6 2 16 
Cape Verde 2 • 0 1 0 3 
Chad 0 0 1 0 1 
Chile 0 0 3 0 3 
China, People's 
Republic of 9 26 192 110 337 
China, Taiwan 29 64 120 88 301 
Colombia 2 0 2 3 7 
Costa Rica 2 1 3 0 6 
Croatia 1 0 2 1 4 
Cyprus 1 2 3 1 7 
Czech Republic 1 0 4 2 7 
Denmark 0 0 1 0 1 
Dominica 0 0 0 1 1 
Ecuador 1 0 0 0 1 
Egypt 0 0 15 3 18 
El Salvador 2 0 1 0 3 
Equattoriai Guinea 1 0 0 0 1 
Ethiopia 2 1 6 0 9 
1 3 2  
NONRESIDENT AUENS BY COUNTHY 
FALL 1993 
Page 2 
Undergraduate 
Male Female 
Finland 2 0 
France 1 0 
The Gambia 0 2 
Germany 1 5 
Ghana 2 1 
Greece 2 1 
Guatemala 2 3 
Guyana 0 0 
Honduras 1 2 
Hungary 0 1 
Iceland 1 0 
India 16 8 
Indonesia 112 65 
Iran 3 2 
Iraq 2 0 
Ireland 0 0 
Israel 3 0 
Jamaica 0 0 
Japan 34 29 
Jordan 8 2 
Kenya 2 1 
Korea, South 103 34 
Kuwait 3 1 
Latvia 1 0 
Lebanon 1 0 
Lesotho 0 0 
Liberia 0 0 
Madagascar 0 0 
Malaysia 169 57 
Mai 0 0 
Mauritania 0 0 
Mauritius 1 0 
Mexico 2 0 
Morocco 1 0 
Myanmar 0 0 
Nepal 0 0 
Netherlands 1 0 
Graduates 
Male Female Total 
1 0 3 
1 4 6 
0 0 2 
10 4 20 
1 1 S 
8 1 12 
0 0 5 
1 0 1 
2 0 5 
2 0 3 
0 0 1 
204 50 278 
26 13 216 
10 3 18 
2 0 4 
3 0 3 
2 1 6 
3 0 3 
11 5 79 
11 1 22 
8 8 19 
117 37 291 
1 1 6 
0 0 1 
0 0 1 
1 0 1 
2 0 2 
1 0 1 
14 5 245 
2 0 2 
1 0 1 
0 0 1 
13 5 20 
3 0 4 
0 1 1 
2 0 2 
1 2 4 
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NONRESIDENT ALIENS BY COUNTRY 
FALL 1993 
Pages 
Undeforaduae 
Male Female 
New Zealand 1 1 
Nicaragua 0 2 
Nigeria 2 0 
Norway 30 4 
Oman 1 0 
Pakistan 39 3 
Panama 10 2 
Paraguay 0 0 
Peru 1 0 
Philippines 2 0 
Poland 0 0 
Portugal (1) 4 0 
Romania 0 0 
Russia 2 1 
Rwanda 1 0 
Saint Lucia 1 0 
Sao Tome & Principe 1 0 
Saudi Arabia 3 0 
Sierre Leone 0 1 
Singapore 25 5 
Slovak Republic 1 0 
Slovenia 0 0' 
South Africa (2) 2 0 
Spain 5 1 
Sri Lanka 2 4 
Sudan 1 0 
Sweden 4 0 
Swaziland 0 0 
Switzerland 3 1 
Syria 1 0 
Tanzania 1 1 
Thailand 7 2 
Togo 0 0 
Trinidad & Tobago 0 0 
Tunisia 0 0 
Turkey 3 2 
Graduates 
Male Female Total 
0 0 2 
2 0 4 
3 3 8 
6 0 40 
1 0 2 
36 2 80 
3 2 17 
0 1 1 
2 3 6 
9 11 22 
1 2 3 
1 0 5 
3 3 6 
4 10 17 
1 0 2 
0 0 1 
0 0 1 
4 0 7 
1 0 2 
1 3 34 
1 1 3 
1 0 1 
1 1 4 
6 2 14 
8 6 20 
7 1 9 
1 2 7 
1 0 1 
1 0 5 
1 0 2 
2 0 4 
12 5 26 
1 0 1 
0 1 1 
1 0 1 
16 4 25 
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NONRESIDENT AUENS BY COUNTRY 
FALL 1993 
Page 4 
Undergraduate Graduates 
Male Female Male Female Total 
Uganda 1 0 0 0 1 
Ukraine 10 2 2 1 IS 
United Kingdom of 95 43 17 6 161 
Great Britain and 
Nonham Ireland 
England 8 2 2 1 13 
Hong Kong 80 41 14 3 138 
Scotland 1 0 0 1 2 
United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland 6 0 113 
Umguay 
Uzbekistan 
Venezuela 
Yemeni Republk 
Yugoslavia (3) 
Zaire 
Zambia 
Zimbabwe 
0 
0 
s 
7 
2 
0 
1 
1 
5 
1 
4 
1 
0 
1 
1 
2 
6 
1 
13 
8 
4 
1 
3 
5 
Total 824 394 
1218 
1032 
1474 
442 2692 
(1) Includes Macao 
(2) Includes Namibia 
(3) Beginning Fall Semester 1992 the United States 
recognizes the independent states of the former Yugoslavia. 
These students have not yet contacted Iowa State University 
to change their records to their new countries. 
Permanent Copy 
Office of the Registrar 
September 29, 1993 
f:\toreign\cof93 
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SPEAK/TEACH TESTING STATISTICS 
1992-1993 
1992-93 Number Conditional 
Testing Dates Tested Certified Pass % Passed * 
July 9 6 1 78% 
August 12/14/15 57 31 12 75% 
August 19/26 35 26 4 86% 
December 9 1 3 44% 
January 32 17 3 63% 
Mav 14 7 1 57% 
Total 156 88 24 72% 
Total tested since program began: 
92-3 91-2 90-1 89-90 88-9 87-8 86-7 85-6 84-5 
July 9 _ 31 20 13 19 39 39 41 
August 57 53 41 52 38 44 76 45 51 
August backup 35 12 19 17 15 14 25 34 28 
December 9 19 16 6 6 11 4 13 
Jan./Feb. 32 69 41 50 43 35 46 24 32 
April/Mav 14 20 11 8 13 11 16 32 
Total/(Total for 156(101) 173/(65) 159/(91) 153/(89) 128/(66) 134/(77) 206/(140)183/(118)152/(120) 
July/Aug) 
% who Passed 72% 67% 60%'*'* 77% 67% 68% 67% 73% 68% 
(on first attempt) 
Training Course Enrollments 
Pre-semester TA workshops: 
Fall'92 Fall '91 Fall '90 
for ITAs 38 43 34 
foraUTAs 163 179 160 
USts 170 
U Sts/English 180X 
USts/Curr 511 (TAOS) 
Fall'92 Spring-93 
18 14 
22 16 
8 5 
Previous years' enrollments for both 170 and 180: 
Fall Spring 
1992-93 40 30 
1991-92 49 50 
1990-91 50 50 
1989-90 52 32 
1988-89 25 26 
1987-88 58 47 
1986-87 58 43 
1985-86 23 37 
1984-85 21 23 
* Includes both certified and conditional pass categories. 
** The passing score for SPEAK was raised. 
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Profile of students tested in 1992-1993: 
Fall-92 Spring-93 
Male 68 40 
Female 33 15 
Distribution by departments: 
Fall-92 Spring-93 Fall-92 Spring-93 
Chemistry 23 9 Bus. Adm. 2 0 
EECpE 11 6 English 1 1 
Comp. Sd. 9 4 I. Ed. & Tech. 2 0 
Physics 10 1 Aero. Engr. 0 1 
Statistics 4 5 Agronomy 1 0 
Math 6 2 Animal Science 1 0 
Economics 3 4 Chem. Engr. 1 0 
B &B 0 6 CRP 1 0 
IMSE 1 5 G & A S  1 0 
CŒ 4 1 History 1 0 
MCDB 1 3 Joum. & M. C 1 0 
Sociology 4 0 MIPM 0 1 
Art & Design 2 1 Neurosdences 1 0 
Botany 2 1 Psychology 0 1 
FCSEd 2 1 Vet. Anat. 1 0 
Zool. & Gen. 2 1 VMRI 0 1 
Architecture 2 0 Vet. P. & P. 1 0 
Lidents came from 35 countries: 
Fall-92 Spring-93 Fall-92 Spring-93 
PRC 28 17 Czeck Republic 0 1 
India 24 15 Dominica 1 0 
ROC (Taiwan) 11 6 Germany 1 0 
S. Korea 3 6 Hong Kong 1 0 
Sri Lanka 5 0 Mexico 1 0 
Egypt 2 1 Nigeria 1 0 
Bangladesh 2 0 Peru 1 
Greece 2 0 Philippines 1 0 
Indonesia 2 0 Poland 1 
Japan 1 1 Puerto Rico 1 0 
Jordan 1 1 Russia 1 0 
Kenya 2 0 Serbia 1 
Pakistan 1 1 S. Africa 1 0 
Romania 2 0 Syria 1 0 
Singapore 1 1 Venezuela 1 0 
Brazil 0 1 Vietnam 1 0 
Bulgaria 0 1 Zimbabwe 1 0 
Colombia 1 0 
1 3 7  
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The following 34 language groups were represented: 
Fall-92 Spring-93 Fall-92 Spring-93 
Chinese 40 24 Bulgarian 0 1 
Tamil 9 5 Czeck 0 1 
Hindi 4 5 German 1 0 
Arabic 4 2 Ig^o 1 0 
Korean 3 6 Kannada 1 0 
Sinhalese 5 0 Kiswahili 1 0 
Spanish 4 1 Konkani 1 0 
Telegu 4 2 Luo 1 0 
Bengali 3 1 Malaylam 1 0 
Marathi 2 1 Polish 0 1 
English * 2 0 Portuguese 0 1 
Greek 2 0 Russian 1 0 
Gujarati 1 1 Serbian 0 1 
Japanese 1 1 Shona 1 0 
Indonesian 2 0 Tagalog 1 0 
Romanian 2 0 Vietnamese 1 0 
Urdu 1 1 Zulu 1 0 
* from India & Dominica 
Number of months in U.S., Canada, Australia, United Kingdom, and/or New Zealand: 
Fall-92 Spring-93 
0toi month 35 10 
2 to 3 months 3 2 
4 to 6 months 3 9 
7 to 12 months 14 6 
over 1 year to 2 years 11 13 
over 2 years 30 13 
n. a. 5 2 
Previous teaching experience in the U.S.? 
Fall-92 Spring-93 
Yes 
No 
n.a. 
17 
82 
2 
3 
50 
2 
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Duties of TAs 
(1) serve as the sole instructor for one or more sections of a course 
(2) make frequent classroom presentations, but are not solely responsible for 
the instruction 
(3) serve as discussion leader for a recitation section (answer questions, 
review material, lead discussions) 
(4) serve as laboratory instructor presenting new material or experiments not 
covered in the lecture section 
(5) serve as laboratory instructor reviewing homework assignments, making 
assignments, and/or answering questions (but not presenting new 
material) 
(6) assist with setting up experiments, preparing and/or cleaning up before 
and after class or lab 
(7) proctor examinations 
(8) tutor students 
(9) staff a helproom and/or assist students in a lab 
(10) grade homework, laboratory reports and/or tests 
(11) perform other duties unique to individual departments, such as set-up of 
equipment 
1 3 9  
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
Fact Sheet on Teaching and Training of 
Teaching Assistants Who Are Not Native English Speakers 
In June 1984, in response to a request from the Dean's Council, the English Proficiency 
Evaluation Committee (EPEC) of the Iowa State University Graduate College initiated a 
program for testing the oral proficiency of prospective teaching assistants who are not 
native speakers of English. Several courses are offered to those who do not pass the testing 
and need help with pronunciation and communication skills. Another course is designed to 
help all teaching assistants (TAs). 
Testing. Two tests are currently used to evaluate oral proficiency; 
(1) SPEAK, the institutional version of the internationally administered Test of Spoken 
English (TSE), developed by the Educational Testing Service, was chosen as a screening 
device in 1984. It is administered six or more times each year. SPEAK takes the form of 
an interview in which the examinee is asked to converse informally with an interviewer, 
read a printed paragraph aloud, narrate a story using a series of pictures, answer some 
questions, and play the role of a teaching assistant making an announcement to a class. 
(2) In summer 1985, the TEACH test was developed on campus to provide evidence of a 
prospective TA's ability to communicate information to students in the field in which he 
or she expects to teach. TAs make a five-minute, videotaped presentation and answer 
questions posed by a "class" of student questioners. Presentations are rated live by two 
or three members of a team of ESL, speech, and linguistics instructors and graduate 
students, who also rate the SPEAK interviews. 
In addition to using the overall comprehensibility scores on SPEAK for certification of 
TAs, TEACH ratings are used for clearer evidence of TAs' deficiencies and to tailor 
training courses to help them with pronunciation, U.S. classroom procedures, spoken 
academic English, listening/question handling, and teaching. 
Approximately 60% of those prospective TAs tested have passed these tests. All who 
pass are encouraged to enroll in University Studies/Curriculum 511, a one-credit graduate 
course for TAs. Those who do not pass are required to take the University Studies courses 
180 (described below) and retake the SPEAK/TEACH tests at the end of the semester. If 
they do not pass, they are reassigned to do more course work. 
Training. Courses for nonnative TAs are offered in English as a Second Language and by 
the College of Education's Instructional Resources Center. 
The Department of English offering—University Studies/English 180, Communication Skills 
for International TAs—is a one- to three-credit English as a Second Language (ESL) class 
focusing upon listening and speaking skills, pronunciation, teaching strategies, and cultural 
awareness of U.S. classroom behavior. Several sections are offered each semester designed 
to meet the needs of those who did not pass the most recent test administration. (For 
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example-, during spring semester a higher-level section may be offered for TAs who are 
teaching and would be helped by observation and individual conferences. 
The Instructional Resources Center offers University Studies/Curriculum 511, TAOS 
(Teaching Assistants' Orientation Seminar), a one-credit graduate course (eight two-hour 
sessions per semester) for TAs, both native and nonnative. This course is recommended to 
all inexperienced TAs whether or not they pass the SPEAK/TEACH tests. Its purpose is to 
develop and improve teaching skills. In addition to two videotaped microteaching 
experiences, students learn about media for teaching, testing and evaluation, and other 
practical techniques while serving as a TA for the first time. At the end of the course, the 
TAOS instructor visits the recitation or laboratory section of each TA in the program and 
later critiques the performance in a private meeting with the TA. 
Information about Iowa State's program for testing and training international TAs has been 
presented at a number of national and regional meetings of NAFSA, TESOL, and graduate 
deans' organizations. Barbara Plakans (Graduate College, 207 Beardshear Hall, Iowa State 
University, Ames, lA 50011; phone 515/294-1958) can provide further information about 
the testing and training program. 
Members of the English Proficiency Evaluation Committee (EPEC): 
George G. Karas, chair (Associate Graduate Dean) 
Barbara F. Matthies (Director, Intensive English Orientation Program) 
Patricia J. Parker (Assistant Director, Admissions Office) 
Barbara S. Plakans (Coordinator, TA Testing & Training, Graduate College) 
Cynthia Myers (Coordinator, English Placement Testing) 
Michael R. Simonson (TAOS Coordinator, College of Education professor) 
Brenda Thorbs-Weber (Asst. Director, Office of International Students & Scholars) 
revised 1/94 
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APPENDIX C. HUMAN SUBJECTS, REGISTRATION, CONSENT, 
AND DATA SHEET 
Information for Review of Research Involving Human Subjects 
Iowa StcA^&ivefsity 
(Please type and use the attached instructions for completing this form) 
., . An Investigation of Selected Variables as Predictors of Success on the SPEAK 
1. Title of Project 
Test. 
2. I agree to provide the proper surveillance of this project to insure that the rights and welfare of the human subjects are 
protected. I will report any adverse reactions to the committee. Additions to or changes in research procedures after the 
project has been approved will be submitted to thecommittee for review. I agree to request renewal of approval for any project 
continuing more than one year. ^ 
Rosa Branca Fagundes • 
Typed Name of Principal Inveitigator Date Signature of Principal Inveil^g^r 
Professional Studies in Education 213 Beardshear 294-7996 
Departinenl Campus Address Campus Telephone 
3. Signatures of Other investigators "Date^/jyij^ Relationship to Principal Investigator 
4. Principal Investigator(s) (check all that apply) ' | J g .g_ 
• Faculty • Staff ® Graduate Student • Undergraduate Student 
5.  Project (check all that apply) ^/-c pn\\^ 
• Research Sf "Hiesis or dissertation • Class project • Independent Study (490,590, ! 
6. Number of subjects (complete all that apply) 
# Adults, non-students Sbout #ISU students # minors under 14 other (explain) 
300j HoOj ft minors 14 -17 
(xvcu'khk 
7. Brief description of proposed research involving human subjects: (See instructions, Item 7. Use an additional page if 
needed.) 
(A) This will be a quantitative, theory-based study. I will be analyzing variables such as international 
graduate students' characteristics (age, sex, academic major, number of months in the U.S., average 
hours per week speaking English) and correlating them to the SPEAK test scores on pronunciation, 
fluency and comprehensibilityShlie second set of variables that I will be analyzing in a similar way 
are the scores obtained in the TEACH test (cultural ability, communication skills, interaction ability, 
and overall impression), which will be also correlated to the SPEAK test scores, amd tb lkg La/yamM 
Copies of the SPEAK and TEACH rating sheets are included here. ^ ^  T/fACH , 
(B) The data will be provided from randomly selected subjects from the data-base that has been 
collected over the years in the SPEAK/TEACZH Office. Prospective international teaching assistants 
are required to take the SPEAK and TEACH tests before they are offered teaching duties. When they 
register for the tests, they fill out a form providing personal information, such as sex, age, academic 
major, etc. I will be using this raw material to retrieve the variables that I have included in my study. 
A copy of the registration form is included here. 0 a/rvÀ. Lanrv^ua^ iAt t£A^h cmc 
(Please do not send research, thesis, or dissertation proposals.) 
8. Informed Consent: Signed informed consent will be obtained. (Attach a copy of your form.) 
• Modified informed consent will be obtained. (See instructions, item 8.) 
• Not applicable to this project. 
The attached consent form is signed on a voluntary basis by tine students 
at the time that they register for the SPEAK and TEACH tests. I will be 
collecting the data necessary for my study only from those who have signed it. 
9. Confldentiality of Data: 
instructions, item 9.) 
143 
Describe below the methods to be used to ensure the confidentiality of data obtained. (See 
I will be using the examination number of each subject in order to ensure confidentiality. 
This number can be seen in the top of the registration form that I have included here. 
10. What risks or discomfort will be part of the study? Will subjects in the research be placed at risk ot incur discomfort? 
Describe any risks to the subjects and precautions that will be taken to minimize them. (The concept of risk goes beyond 
physical risk and includes risks to subjects' dignity and self-respect as well as psychological or emotional risk. See 
instructions, item 10.) 
All the procedures in this study are risk-free for the subjects. There is no 
discomfort either. 
11. CHECK ALL of the following that apply to your research: 
• A. Medical clearance necessary before subjects can participate 
• B. Samples (Blood, tissue, etc.) Crom subjects 
I • C. Administration of substances (foods, drugs, etc.) to subjects 
.it & • D. Physical exercise or conditioning for subjects 
Nl • E Deception of subjects 
• F, Subjects under 14 years of age and/or • Subjects 14 -17 years of age 
• G. Subjects in instiutions (nursing homes, prisons, etc.) 
• H. Research must be ^proved by another institution or agency (Attach letters of qiproval) 
ir you checked any of the items in 11, please complete the foUo^g in the space below (include any attachments): 
Items A - D Describe the procedures and note the safety precautions being taken. 
A ItemE Describe how subjects win be deceived; justify the deception; indicate the debriefing procedure, including 
' the dming and information to be presented to subjects. 
Item F For subjects under the age of 14. indicate how informed consent from parents or legally authorized repre­
sentatives as well as from subjects will be obtained. 
Items G & H Specify the agency or institution that must approve the project If subjects in any outside agency or 
instiuition are involved, approval must be obtained prior to beginning the research, and the letter of approval 
should be filed. 
Last Name of pal Investigator FAGUNDES 
Checklist for Attachments and Time Schedule 
The following are attached (please check): 
12. • Letter or written statement to subjects indicating clearly: 
a) purpose of the research 
b) the use of any identifier codes (names, #'s), how they will be used, and when they will be 
removed (see Item 17) 
c) an estimate of time needed for participation in the research and the place 
d) if applicable, location of the research activity 
e) how you will ensure confidentiality 
0 in a longitudinal study, note when and how you will contact subjects later 
g) pardcipation is voluntary; nonparticipadon will not affect evaluations of the subject 
13.8Î Consent form (if applicable) 
14. • Letter of approval for research from cooperating organizauons or insntudons (if applicable) 
15.Q Data-gathering instruments 
17. If applicable: anticipated date that idendfiers will be removed from completed survey instruments and/or audio or visual 
tapes will be erased: 
16. Anticipated dates for contact with subjects: 'CL. O-AjUiO.-
Last Contact First Contact 
Month/Day/Year Month / Day / Year 
i Month / Day / Year 
18. Signaure of Departmental ExecutiveOfilcer Date Deparpnent or Administrative Unit 
19. Decision of the University Human Subjects Review Committee: 
i Project Approved Project Not Approved No Action Required 
Name of Committee Chairperson 
Patricia M. Keith 
Date Signature of Committee 'Chairperson 
GC:l/90 
145 
Registration Form 
Iowa State University 
TEACH 
EXAMINATION NO. Date 
NAME (print your family name first, then your first name and middle name, if space 
permits. Leave a blank box between names.) 
I  I M l  I I I  m 
1. Social Security Number 2. Sex: Male ( 
Female ( 
3. Birthdate / / 
(month) (day) (year) 
4. Your native country 
5. Your present address in Ames 
6. Your telephone number 
7. Your major department 
8. The department which is considering you for a teaching assistantship 
9. Have you ever taken the Test of Spoken English (TSE) or the SPEAK test before? 
Where? TSE? SPEAK? 
No ( ) 
Yes ( ): When? 
(month) (year) 
10. When did you most recently take TOEFL? 
Where? 
(month) (year) 
Total Score 
11. Your native language 
12. What is the highest academic degree you have received? 
(name of degree) 
In the United States this degree is most similar to (check one): 
bachelor's master's doctorate 
13. Have you ever taught at the university level here or in another country? 
No ( ) 
Yes ( ): What subject? 
Using which language? 
Where? 
For how long? 
(PLEASE TURN THE PAGE) 
SPEAK/TEACH REGISTRATION FORM 
Page 2 
14. Please write the total number of months you have been in the United States 
or in the English-speaking countries of Canada, the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Ireland, Australia and/or New Zealand. 
(months) 
15. What is your purpose in being at this university? 
16. Since coming to the United States, approximately how much time do you spend 
during an average week speaking English with other students, faculty members, 
friends, etc.? 
8 or more hours every day a few hours several times per week 
3 to 7 hours every day less than 2 hours per week 
1 to 2 hours every day 
17. Please check the statement which best describes your present speaking 
proficiency in English (check only one): 
I am able to satisfy routine travel needs and minimum courtesy 
requirements. 
I am able to satisfy routine social demands and limited work 
requirements. 
I am able to speak the language correctly enough to participate 
effectively in most conversations. 
I am able to use the language fluently and accurately on all 
levels for professional purposes. 
I am able to speak as fluently as an educated native speaker of 
English. 
1 4 7  
of Science and Technolo Ames, Iowa 50011 
CONSENT FORM 
Office of the 
Dean of the Graduate College 
207 Beardshear Hall 
Telephone: 515-294-4531 
We request your permission to use your tapes and scores from the SPEAK 
and TEACH tests. This information will be used in research which will study how 
listeners react to the language of normative speakers of English and how oral 
proficiency testing can be improved. 
This information will be used to create a data-base. This data-base will be 
used to evaluate the SPEAK/TEACH tests and ESL speaking courses currently 
offered to students who want to become teaching assistants. It may also be used for 
other research projects in the future related to the learning and teaching of spoken 
English. 
The information will be used only for research; it will not in any way affect 
your grades and reputation in your graduate program or your requests for financial 
assistance. Reports of this research will not use the names of examinees. 
If you have questions, we will be happy to discuss them with you now or 
later. 
I have read the above consent form and agree to release this information. 
Barbara Plakans (Beardshear 211) 
Roberta Abraham (Ross 341) 
Signature Date 
Data Sheet 
# 
Exam 
Date 
Sex 
Aee 
Country 
Dent. 
TOEFL 
Lanp. 
Degree 
Taught? 1—A 
Mon./U.S. 
4-
oo 
Hrs./Engl. 
SPEAK 
Pron. 
Fluency 
TEACH 
Culture 
Comm. 
Interaction 
R/Overall 
O/Overall 
Form 
Result 
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APPENDIX D. SPEAK TEST DOCUMENTATION 
speaK 
Rating and Score Summary Sheet Each diagnostic aiea is 
rated on a 0-3 scale 
Examinee's Number Rater's Name Dale 
SECTION 1: Reading Aloud 
Pronunciation 
Fluency 
Comprehensibility 
• 
• 
• 
I P  
I F  
10 
SECTION 3: Single Picture 
Pronunciation Fluency 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
Total 
Comprehensibility 
Average! 
3P 3F 3C 
SECTION 2: Picture Sequence 
Pronunciation 2 P 
Fluency CD 2 F 
Comprehensibility CD 2 C 
SECTION 4: Free Response Questions 
Pronunciation Fluency Comprehensibility 
1. 
2. 
3. 
Total 
Average 
4P 4F 4C 
SECTION 5: Schedule 
Pranundation I I 5 P Fluency I 15 F Comprehensibility I I S C 
Rater's Comments: 
Pronunciation 
Section: 1 P 
2P 
3P ; 
4 P 
5P 
TOTAL 
AVERAGE T 5 
Score Summary 
Fluency 
IF 
2F 
3F 
4 F 
5F 
-T 5 
Comprehensibility 
IC 
2C 
3C 
4 C 
5C 
T 5 
X 100 
ROUNDED SCORE 
S P E A K  R a t i n g  G u i d e  
PRONUNCIATION 
0 - Frequent phonemic errors and foreign stress and intonation patterns that cause 
the speaker to be unintelligible. 
1 - Frequent phonemic errors and foreign stress and intonation patterns that cause 
the speaker to be occasionally unintelligible. 
2 - Some consistent phonemic errors and foreign stress and intonation patterns but 
speaker is intelligible. 
3 - Occasional nonative pronunciation errors but speaker is always intelligible. 
GRAMMAR 
0 - Virtually no grammatical or syntactical control except in simple stock phrases. 
1 - Some control of basic grammatical constructions but with major and/or repeated 
errors that interfere with intelligibility. 
2 - Generally good control in all constructions with grammatical errors that do 
not interfere with overall intelligibility. 
3 - Sporadic mj^nor grammatical errors that could be made inadvertently by native 
speakers. ^ .... 
FLUENCY 
0- Speech is so halting and fragmentary or has such a nonnative flow that intellir 
gibility is virtually impossible. ' 
1 - Numerous nonnative pauses and/or a nonnative flow that interferes with intelli­
gibility. 
2 - Some nonnative pauses but with a more nearly native flow so that the pauses do 
not interfere with intelligibility. 
3 - Speech is as smooth and as effortless as that of a native speaker. 
. . 
COMPREHENSIBILITY 
0 - Overall comprehensibility too low in even the simplest type of speech. 
1 - Generally not comprehensible due to frequent pauses and/or rephrasing, pronun­
ciation errors, limited grasp of vocabulary, or lack of grammatical control. 
2 - Comprehensible with errors in pronunciation, grammar, choice of vocabulary 
items, or infrequent pauses or rephrasing. 
3 - Completely comprehensible in normal speech with occasional grammatical or 
pronunciation errors. 
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SAMPLE QUESTIONS 
The following sample questions and the instructions for each test section are the same as 
those you will find in the test. To get the most benefit from these sample questions, try to 
answer them just as you would during the actual test. 
Section One: WARM UP 
As soon as the equipment is recording, the interviewer will engage in informal conversation 
with you. You may be asked some questions such as these: 
How long have you been in the United States? 
What are you majoring in? 
What do you hope to do when you graduate? 
This section of the test is intended to put you at ease. It will not be rated. 
Section Two: READING PASSAGE 
In this section, you are to read a printed paragraph using proper pronunciation and clear 
speech. After you have a minute to read the paragraph silently to yourself, you will have 
another minute to read the paragraph aloud with expression: 
(The following is not the actual paragraph in the test notebook, but it is about the same length 
and difficulty.) 
Despite the decrease in size—and, some would say, 
quality—of our cultural world, there still remain strong 
differences between the usual British and American 
writing styles. The question is, how do you get your 
message across? English prose conveys its most novel 
ideas as if they were timeless truths, while American 
writing exaggerates; if you believe half of what is 
said, that's enough. The former uses understatement/ 
the latter, overstatement. There are also disadvantages 
to each characteristic approach. Readers who are used' 
to being screamed at may not listen when someone chooses 
to whisper politely. At the same time, the individual 
who is used to a quiet manner may reject a series of 
loud imperatives. 
(Suggestions for practicing: When you read the paragraph silently. Chink about where to pause 
and which words to emphasize. When you read it aloud, articulate clearly with expression, and 
don't rush. You should be able to finish reading the paragraph within one minute.) 
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Section Three: PICTURE SEQUENCE 
The six pictures below tell a continuous story about what happened one day last month. 
We want you to tell the story that the pictures show. First, study each of the pictures 
silently, beginning with picture number one and going through picture number six. Signal 
when you are ready to tell the story. 
(raring the actual test you will be told to begin your story with the words "One day last 
month..." in order to assess you ability to narrate in the past tense. Consider giving names to 
the characters in your story to avoid mixing up the third person pronouns, he/him and she/her.) 
Section Four: SINGLE PICTURE 
In this section you are to look at a picture and answer four questions about it. There are 
many different ways that each question could be answered correctly. Each answer should 
be brief—that is, just one or two complete sentences. You may examine the picture for a 
minute and then indicate when you are ready for the questions. 
(In the actual test, the questions in section three will riot be printed in the test book. They will 
only be asked verbally by the interviewer. The following are samples of the kinds of questions 
that might be asked. Try to practice giving brief, specific answers.) 
1. Where is this scene taking place? 
2. What has just happened? 
3. What will the boy probably do after this? 
4. How could this situation have been avoided? 
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Section Five: FREE RESPONSE QUESTIONS 
In this section you are asked three questions about your opinion on topics of international 
interest and how you would describe certain experiences or objects. Try to say as much as 
you can in about one minute for each answer. Since this is a test of spoken English, you 
will be rated on the way you express your ideas and not on your actual ideas. 
(In the actual test, the questions will not be printed in the test book. They will only be asked 
verbally by the interviewer. Try to scy as much as you can even if you are uncertain of the 
vocabulary or don't think you can express your opinions very well. For example, even if you 
don't know the names for the parts of a telephone, you can talk about how a telephone can be 
used, where telephones are located, etc. The following are examples of the kinds of questions 
which could be asked.) 
1. Describe the things that make a perfect day. 
2. Describe a telephone in as much detail as possible. 
3. What is your opinion of the problem of air pollution caused by automobiles? 
Section Six: CLASS ANNOUNCEMENT 
In this section you are asked to imagine that you are a teacher in your department, and at 
the beginning of the class, you need to announce the information on the sheet the 
interviewer will hand you. This information will need some reorganizing. First, you are 
given a minute to look over the information and plan your announcement 
A sample announcement" similar to the class announcement on the test: 
Class Schedule for Creative Writing 201 
HOLIDAYS: 
WRITERS' WORKSHOP 
CLASS LECTURES: 
TERM PAPER: 
TEXTBOOKS ; 
Labor Day,•September 7 (Monday); Columbus Day, 
October 12 (Monday); Veterans Day, November 11 
(Wednesday); and Thanksgiving, November 25 
(Thursday) 
Thursday, August 24 and Friday, August 25 
Little Hall, Room 102 
2:30-4:30 p.m. 
Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Fridays 
Peabody Hall, Room 275 
8-9 a.m. 
Outline due Friday, September 21 
Final form due Monday, December 5 
Creative f/riting in a Modern Society, J. Boyle 
Writing and Logic, C. Kutch 
Composition Techniques, P. Kraska 
End of test. 
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APPENDIX E. TEACH TEST DOCUMENTATION 
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TEACH Rating Sheet 
Exam No. Rater 
Rating Done: LIVE VIDEO Date 
Topic : 
(Low) (High) 
1. OVERALL LANGUAGE COMPREHENSmiLITY 0 • 1 • 2 • 3 
A. Pronunciation • 0 1 2 3 
B. Grammar 0 .  1 .  2 3 
C. Fluency 0 
• 
1 
• 
2 
• 
3 
2. CULTURAL ABILITY 0 . . . .  •  .  . . .  1  •  .  . . .  2  .  . . .  •  . . . .  3 
A. Familiarity with cultural code 
B. Appropriate nonverbal behavior 
C. Rapport with class 
3. COMMUNICATION SKILLS 0. . . .  •  .  1 •  .  . . .  2  .  •  . . . .  3 
A. Development of explanation 
B. Clarity of expression } 0. . . .  •  .  . . .  1  . . . .  •  .  . . .  2  .  . . .  •  . . . .  3 
C. Use of supporting evidence.. 
D. Eye contact 
E. Use of chalkboard } 0 . . . .  •  .  . . .  1 . . . .  •  .  . . .  2  .  . . .  •  . . . .  3 
F. Enthusiasm/presence 
4. INTERACTION WITH STUDENTS 0 . . . .  •  .  1 •  .  . . .  2  .  3 
A. Basic listening ability 
B. Question handling and responding 
5. OVERALL IMPRESSION 0 1 2 3 / 4 5 6 / 7 8 9 
(poor) (average) (excellent) 
Recommendation: Subject's overall English and classroom ability is good enough to be: 
6. Instructor with Minimal Supervision YES NO 
7. Leading a Recitation Section of a Course Taught by a 
Faculty Member YES NO 
8. Conducting a Laboratory Section YES NO 
t 
Language 
Culture 
Communication 
Listening 
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IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
INSTRUCTIONS FOR PREPARING FOR 
THE TEACH TEST 
Examinee's No.. 
Videotaping session will be held on at p.m. 
in . Please be on time and bring some form of picture 
identification (such as your passport, student ID card, or driver's license). 
COURSE: 
Assigned topic: 
pages in the textbook by 
TEACH is a test designed to supplement SPEAK and to provide evidence of prospective 
teaching assistants' oral English skill in a classroom in their own field of study. TEACH 
attempts to identify what specific communication problems the new international teaching 
assistant (TTA) may have. 
TESTING PROCEDURES 
The test lasts 10 minutes. TEACH consists of three parts: (1) A minute or two to allow you 
to become familiar with the physical surroundings, meet your "class" (5 or 6 people who 
will listen to your presentation), and write a few terms, formulae, etc. on the chalkboard 
before you begin your presentation. (2) You then have 5 minutes to explain some aspect of 
your assigned topic clearly and in words that an undergraduate class could understand. 
Then a timer will sound. (3) The "class" will ask you questions about the topic for 3 
minutes. 
The topic assigned to you has been suggested by a professor in the department in which 
you hope to teach. We will lend you a copy of the pages from the textbook or laboratory 
manual in which the assigned topic appears. These pages must be returned to one of the test 
supervisors immediately after your videotaping session. 
When you prepare for your presentation you must assume several things: 
1. You are giving an explanation or mini-lecture to an ordinary class of undergraduates. 
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2. Your lesson is happening sometime in the middle of the semester rather than at the 
beginning. You should HQl begin your presentation by saying, "Welcome to this 
course. My name is...." 
3. Since this lesson is part of an imaginary course, the students in your audience may 
ask you questions about quizzes, tests, etc. related to the topic you will explain to 
them. They will be familiar with the textbook and will know what your topic is 
beforehand, and have been told to ask questions about it and about classroom 
procedure. 
A typical university classroom will be used for TEACH videotaping. The room will have a 
ch^board. You are encouraged to use it to help in the explanation of your topic. (But 
remember. Talk to your audience, not to the board; write high on the board and in large 
enough letters and numbers so that students in the back of the room can see what you have 
written.) You may use notes for your presentation, as well as a copy of the textbook. 
However, reading from notecards or the textbook is not a good way to present material to a 
class and will lower your score. Although overhead transparencies and computer printouts 
can be excellent teaching aids, they may Ji2i be used for this test because (1) they may not 
be seen on videotape and (2) TTEACH focuses on your ability to communicate in tiie spoken 
language. 
A table microphone will record the audio portion of your presentation. It is important to 
speak loudly enough for students in the back of the room to hear you. Remember to speak 
clearly, and do not rush through your topic. It takes time for students to absorb new 
material. It would be better to cover only part of your topic thoroughly than to go quickly 
through the entire topic and confuse your audience. 
RATING YOUR PERFORMANCE 
Although several students will be used as questioners at the videotape session, the 
evaluators of your performance will be a team of professionals in the field of teaching 
English as a second language. They also rate SPEAK test tapes. Two or three of these 
evaluators will rate each TEACH performance; if they cannot agree, another evaluator will 
view the videotape and make a decision. 
Evaluators will rate your performance in five categories: 
1. overall comprehensibility of your spoken English 
2. your ability to understand and answer students' questions 
3. your ability to explain a topic clearly, using supporting evidence and/or examples 
4. your skill as a teacher addressing a class, using the chalkboard, showing interest in 
the subject and in the students as learners 
5. indications of your awareness of the appropriate teacher-student relationship in a 
U.S. university classroom setting 
REPORTING TEST RESULTS 
TEACH is designed for internal use at Iowa State University and will not be considered 
proof of oral English proficiency by other institutions. Results of your performance on 
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TEACH will be considered along with your score on SPEAK in determining whether you 
have met the English speaking proficiency requirement for international teaclung assistants. 
If your performance reveals some skill areas in which you may have some deficiencies, 
TEACH will be useful in recommending what training is needed. A composite of the 
results of TEACH and SPEAK will be reported to you and to the department that is 
considering you for a teaching assistantship as soon as results can be determined. 
WOULD YOU LIKE TO SEE YOUR PERFORMANCE? 
The developers of TEACH hope that the experience of preparing and performing a 
classroom presentation will be useful to prospective teaching assistants. If you would be 
interested in seeing your performance on videotape after it has been evaluated and your 
results have been reported to you, the Graduate College Office would be happy to offer you 
this opportunity. Please contact Barbara Plakans (213 Beardshear, 294-7996) after you 
have received your results and she will lend you the tape so that you can view it privately in 
the Media Room at the Parks Library. 
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TEACH RATING CRITERIA 
The TEACH evaluation instrument is composed of 14 subcategories grouped under four larger 
categories: 
I. LANGUAGE COMPREHENSIBILITY (matches SPEAK subcategories—attached) 
1. Pronunciation 
2. Grammar 
3. Fluency 
II. CULTURAL ABILITY 
4. Familiarity with the cultural code 
5. Appropriate nonverbal behavior 
6. Rapport with class 
IIL COMMUNICATION SKILLS 
7. Development of explanation 
8. Clarity of expression 
9. Use of supporting evidence 
10. Eye contact 
11. Use of chalkboard 
12. Enthusiasm/presence 
IV. INTERACTION WITH STUDENTS 
13. Basic listening ability 
14. Question-handling and responding 
Four descriptor statements were devised for each of the 14 subcategories. An effort was made to 
write each set of descriptors according to criteria and a numbering sequence that generally related 
TEACH to SPEAK. TTie descriptor levels for TEACH correspond to the following competence 
levels for prospective international teaching assistants: 
0 = Not Competent (considerable remediation necessary; littie or no skill in classroom 
handling; should only be assigned to grading duties) 
1 = Not Adequate (some competence but major problems would cause examinee to be 
unacceptable in the classroom; some remediation necessary; examinee might be able 
to hancUe some restricted and closely supervised duties, such as staffing a help-room 
or assisting in a laboratory) 
2 = Minimally Adequate (although there are flaws and some nonnative lapses, TA is 
capable of handling most classroom and laboratory assignments) 
3 = Competent (could handle any assignment the department wishes to make) 
By examining the level 3 "competent" descriptors for each subcategory, raters should be able to 
grasp the range. Complete descriptors have been written and may be examined if there are 
uncertainties about any other level (0,1,2) for a subcategory. 
2  
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***************************************************************************** 
I. LANGUAGE COMPREHENSIBILITY - see SPEAK Rating guide 
IL CULTURAL ABIUTY 
4. Familiarity with the cultural code 
3 = Close to native familiarity with the workings of a U.S. college classroom. Aware of 
norms of teacher-student interaction; demonstrates politeness, tact, patience, and 
tolerance in dealing with students. Maintains appropriate "teacher distance," being 
neither excessively authoritarian nor overly friendly or timid. Knows classroom 
administrative procedures, idiomatic English, and common student jargon and slang. 
5. Appropriate nonverbal behavior 
3 = Uses arms, facial expressions, posture, and gestures appropriate for a U.S. college 
classroom. Appears not to be overly nervous; has no distracting mannerisms. 
6. Rapport with class 
3 = Uses vocabulary appropriate for undergraduate students' instructional level, 
background, and ability to comprehend the ideas presented. Neither too infomial nor 
too stiff and austere; avoids technical jargon, "textbook" expressions, and stilted 
transitional connectors. Shows interest in students, concern that they understand. 
III. COMMUNICATION SKILLS 
• 7 .  D e v e l o p m e n t  o f  e x p l a n a t i o n  
3 = Develops ideas and explanations in a logical, sequential, and complete fashion which 
is generally easy to follow. Defines terms early, begins the lesson with familiar or 
previously-covered material, and generally moves from concrete to abstract. 
8. Clarity of expression 
3 = Competent in the use of synonyms, paraphrasings, and transitions. Indicates what is 
important and repeats important and/or confusing concepts. Has the facility to choose 
precise vocabulary and to avoid ambiguity. 
9. Use of supporting evidence 
3 = Able to translate abstract concepts into understandable ideas by the use of examples, 
details, illustrations, analogies and/or definitions. 
10. Eye contact 
3 = Makes eye contact with members of the audience. In doing so, does not favor one 
student or one section of the room. Does not simply read from lecture notes 
(although occasionally reading a definition or phrase is permissible). 
3  
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11. Use of chalkboard 
3 = Displays items or problems clearly, logically, and efficiently. Writes letters and 
numéros large enough to be seen from, the back of the room. Does not overload the 
board with details as a substitute for verbal explanation. Does not become "tied" to 
the chalkboard and does not continually speak to it rather than to the class. 
Occasional spelling and grammatical errors might lower "3" to "2", but not "2" to 
"1," since native TAs also make these errors. (Squeaky chalk is viewed as only 
minimally distracting.) 
12. Enthusiasm/presence 
3 = Identifies readily with the role of teacher in a U.S. college classroom. Possesses 
many of the qualities of a "good" teacher, i.e., a confident, animated style, 
enthusiasm and strong grasp of the subject, empathy for students, and concern with 
communicating the course material. Conveys this competence vocally with a varied, 
well-modulated speaking style; by listening to students and trying to interact with 
them—neither patronizing them nor talking over their heads. Able to motivate 
students and identify with their needs, ideas, and aspirations. 
IV. INTERACTION WITH STUDENTS 
13. Basic listening ability 
3 = Comprehends student questions easily and responds without difficulty. 
14. Question handling and responding 
3 = Responds in a flexible manner to student questions and comments; is able to guide or 
stimulate student learning with partial answers or clues when the situation arises. 
Uses native-like strategies when questions are unclear or garbled (e.g., "I'm not sure 
I understand what you're asking. Would you repeat that again, please?"); encourages 
student participation by responding thoughtfully, completely, and clearly without a 
long delay for mental "processing" of the question. 
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IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
GUIDE FOR TEACH TEST STUDENT-QUESTIONERS 
TEACH is a test designed to supplement the SPEAK test and to provide evidence of prospective teaching 
assistants' oral English skill in a classroom in their own field of study. TEACH attempts to identify what 
specific communicative problems the new international teaching assistant (TTA) may have. 
TESTING PROCEDURES 
The test lasts ten minutes for each ITA. TEACH consists of three parts: (1) A minute or two to allow the 
ITA to become familiar with the physical surroundings, meet the "class" (two or three student questioners, 
two or three raters, test proctor, and camera technician), and write a few terms, formulae, etc. on the 
chalkboard; (2) up to five minutes to explain some aspect of an assigned topic clearly and in words that an 
undergraduate cla^ could understand; and (3) three minutes to answer questions about the topic asked by you 
and the other student-questioners. 
A list of assigned topics for the mini-lectures was suggested by each of the departments in which these 
ITAs expect to teach. The Graduate College chooses from the topics and lends the ITA a copy of the 
textbook or laboratory manual in which the assigned topic appears. The ITA has a day to prepare for the 
test A typical university classroom is used for TEACH videotaping. 
INSTRUCTIONS TO STUDENT-QUESTIONERS 
Your task as a TEACH student-questioner will be twofold: 
(1) To help the ITAs feel at ease; 
(2) To simulate an undergraduate classroom by listening to each presentation and responding with 
appropriate questions and comments during the final, three-minute question-and-answer period. 
The following general guidelines may help you carry out this assignment: 
1. Acknowledge the ITA's presence in a friendly fashion when s/he enters the room. As is common in an 
actual classroom, you should be seated about one-third of the way back from the front. Also try to sit 
about two or three seats apart from the other student-questioners or raters. 
2. Two-minute warm-up: Before the mini-lecture, up to two minutes are devoted to familiarizing the ITA 
with the timing procedures and allowing her/him to write terms or formulae on the chalkboard before 
beginning. 
3. Five-minute mini-lecture: When signaled by the test proctor, the ITA will begin her/his mini-lecture. 
During this initial period do not ask questions about the content of tiie mini-lecture. We want to allow the 
ITA adequate time to demonstrate her/his communication skills without possibly being rattled by questions. 
During these first five minutes of the test session you are only allowed to ask two questions, if the 
situation calls for eitiier of them: 
(1) Would (or could) you please speak a little louder? 
(2) Would (or could) you please repeat that? 
4. Question-and-answer period: A warning tone will sound when the ITA has only one more minute to 
lecture. When two tones sound, tiie questioning should begin. Stop the ITA by raising your hand and 
begin to ask appropriate questions (see examples on page 3). If possible, avoid asking Yes-No questions 
tiiat allow the ITA to answer with a single word. When you ask a Yes-No question, plan to follow it up 
with "Why is tiiat?" or "Could you please explain why?" so tiiat tiie ITA will have to say more than "yes" 
or "no". 
2  
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Do not make your questions more difficult than those a typical undergraduate might ask. The objective is 
not to grill the ITA, but rather to assess her/his ability to handle ordinary classroom questions. In addition 
to asking content questions, either you or one of the other student questioners should ask one Classroom 
Culture Question (see explanation on page 3). 
SUGGESTIONS FOR FORMULATING QUESTIONS 
1. During the mini-lecture, jot down questions to ask later based on what the ITA says. 
2. Decide before each mini-lecture which student questioner will ask the Classroom Culture Question. 
Also decide ahead of time who will ask the first question at the beginning of the question-and-answer period 
so that person can stop the ITA immediately and begin the questioning when the timer rings. 
3. Take turns asking questions so the ITA will have to deal with several different accents, speaking rates, 
and styles of speaking. 
4. Three minutes is not long, so you and the other questioner(s) may only be able to ask a question or 
two apiece. Please ask questions that are simply worded and to the point, avoiding those that might elicit 
long, elaborate responses. 
5. If you raise your hand to ask a question and the ITA does not see you or call on you, do not hesitate to 
interrupt politely with a phrase like "Excuse me, but I need some information to understand this point"—or 
some other excuse. 
6. Allow the ITA adequate time to answer each question, but if it seems that his/her answer is rambling 
on too long, do not hesitate to nsk the next question. Do not allow the ITA to spend most of the three 
minutes on a single answer. 
7. Pinning down evasive ITAs: Some IT As answer simply "Yes" to the classroom culture question, 
making it difficult for the raters to determine whether the ITA really understood (e.g., "Do you give pop 
quizzes?" "Yes.") If possible, don't let examinees get off too easily. If they stop with "Yes" or "No," try 
to follow up with a second question that will require them to say more. 
Example: Q. Can we use our notes when we take the next test? 
ITA. Yes. 
Q. What if we want to use the whole textbook? What would you say about that? 
Another form of evasiveness is when a ITA answers a question, "I don't have time now to explain this to 
you. Please come to my office later." This might be a good strategy for an ITA in real life, but for the 
purposes of the TEACH test, it doesn't help us assess interaction skills. Again, try to follow up with 
another question right away. 
Example: ITA. This is very complicated. Could you come to my office after class? 
Q. Not today. When are your office hours? (or "I won't be able to right now. Can 
you suggest somewhere else I could get some help?" 
Do whatever seems appropriate to get the ITA to say more. 
PRETEST PREPARATIONS 
1. Before coming to your first test session, please stop by Room 213, Beardshear Hall and borrow a 
videotape with some examples of TEACH sessions. You may take the tape over to the Media Room at 
Parks Library, sign up to use a headset and video player, and watch a couple of the TEACH performances. 
This will give you a good idea of the questioning procedures. 
2. When you arrive at your assigned classroom on the third fioor of Pearson Hall on testing day, an array 
of the textbooks—or photocopies of lessons—will be spread out in the classroom to which you have been 
assigned. A time sheet, rating sheet, and the agenda for your testing room will be waiting there for you. 
The agenda will list tiie department and the subject for each mini-lecture you will hear. In tiie time before 
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the testing begins, look at the textbooks (or lessons) for the disciplines with which you are least familiar. 
You will be paid for this preparation time, and we hope you will review the material carefully. 
AFTER THE TEST 
1. Before leaving Pearson Hall, please fill in die time sheet (called the "Employee Wage-Hour Report" 
form and give it to the test proctor in your testing room or Barbara Plakans so that you can be paid for your 
time. 
2. There will also be a sign-up sheet for future TEACH test dates. If you are willing to continue to serve 
as a student-questioner, please add your name to the sign-up list There will also be a page for prospective 
questioners, if you would like to recommend a fiiend. Someone from the Graduate OfHce will contact 
prospects. 
QUESTION TYPES 
The following lists were prepared to give you some ideas about the form questions may take. We want 
them to be in your own words, uttered as naturally as possible. If the ITA does not understand your 
question, please repeat or rephrase the question just as you would for a native speaker of English who didn't 
comprehend. 
YES-NO QUESTIONS (best avoided, unless you ask for some explanation) 
Is y equal to 2x plus 1? 
Does the slope level off at point B? 
Are those coefficients always constant? 
Can the remaining potential energy be measured at that point? 
CONTENT QUESTIONS ASKING WHO, WHAT, WHY, HOW, ETC. (ask these) 
Why is every equilateral triangle also equiangular? 
When can a solar eclipse be observed? 
Where did you say the x variable should be placed? 
Could you tell me what forces act on a falling body? 
CLASSROOM CULTURE QUESTIONS (Ask one of this type, but feel free to innovate.) 
How much of this material will be on the next quiz? 
Do you grade on the curve or by straight percentage? 
Is this course a prerequisite for higher level courses in this department? 
Do you ever give open book tests? 
What's your policy about cutting classes? 
The purpose of this question is to help the raters determine whether (1) the ITA is familiar with the 
vocabulary and procedures in a U.S. university classroom, or (2) the ITA is able to reply in an appropriate 
manner even when s/he is noî familiar with classroom procedure (e.g., "I don't know right now, but I'll 
check with my supervisor and let you know at the next class meeting.") 
Suggestions for structuring the classroom culture question: It is sometimes difficult for even native 
English speakers to shift gears from answering a content question about their presentation to answering one 
about general classroom procedures. Sociolinguistic research has indicated that questioners naturally tend to 
indicate a change of direction when they introduce a new topic. You may do this quite unconsciously, but 
for the TEACH test, please make a conscious effort to lead into the subject. For example: "I have a 
question about your grading policy. Do you grade on the curve or on straight percentage?" OR "I'm 
confused about some of this material. Do you have office hours so that I could come in and talk to you 
about it?" OR "I'm hoping to major in chemistry. Can I use this course for major credit or is it just for 
general ed credit?" 
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QUESTIONER'S TEACH RATINGS 
Questioner's name: Date: 
What was your OVERALL IMPRESSION of the performance of the TA compared to other TAs you 
have observed (today or in class)? (Circle a number.) 
L Examinee's numben = Topic 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
(poor) (average) (excellent) 
Comments: 
2. Examinee's numben z Topic 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
(poor) (average) (excellent) 
Comments 
3. Examinee's numben : Topic 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
(poor) (average) (excellent) 
Comments 
4 Examinee's numben : Topic 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
(poor) (average) (excellent) 
(Comments 
1  
